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SECURITIES ACT 





SECURITIES ACT OF 1933. JUN 21 1S" 
Rel. No. 5378/March 28, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-1972 DEPOSITORY 


In the Matter of 


MURRAY A. KIVITZ 
1155 15th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 


ORDER VACATING PRIOR ORDER AND DISMISSING 
PROCEEDINGS 


Upon petition by Murray A. Kivitz to the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review of an 
order of this Commission (Securities Act Release No. 5163, June 
26, 1971) which suspended Kivitz from practice before the Com- 
mission for a period of two years, the Court reversed such order 
and remanded the matter to this Commission with directions to 
vacate the order as to Kivitz and to dismiss the proceedings as to 
him (Kivitz v. Securities and Exchange Commission, Docket No. 
71-1602 (C.A. D.C., January 31, 1973) ). 


Accordingly, pursuant to the judgment and mandate of the Court, 
IT 1S ORDERED that the Commission's order of June 29, 1971, 
as to Kivitz be, and it hereby is, vacated, and that the proceed- 
ings as to him be, and they hereby are, dismissed. 


By the Commission. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 

Rel. No. 5379/March 28, 1973 
INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7738/March 28, 1973 


NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COMMENT ON PRO- 
POSAL TO AMEND RULE 134 RELATING TO INVESTMENT 
COMPANY ADVERTISING AND PROPOSED RULE 425 B 


Admin. Proc. File No. S7-476 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Securities and Exchange 
Commission has extended the period for comment on the pro- 
posed amendment to Rule 134 [17 CFR 230.134] from March 
30, 1973 until April 20, 1973. The proposal was published on 
January 17, 1973 in Securities Act Release No. 5357 (also Invest- 
ment Company Act Release No. 7632) and in the Federal Regis- 
ter issue of February 14, 1973 [38 FR 4417]. The proposed 
amendment of Rule 134 relates to investment company advertis- 
ing and proposed new Rule 425 B concerris delivery of investment 
company prospectuses in connection with advertisements pursuant 
to Rule 134 amended as proposed. Written views and comments 
should be addressed to Ronald F. Hunt, Secretary, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549 on or before 


HOC aprit 20, 1973. All such communications will be considered avail- 


able for public inspection. 


By the Commission. Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 
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SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 
Rel. No. 5380/March 29, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission’s order of September 
26, 1972, temporarily suspending a Regulation A exemption from 
the registration requirements under the Securities Act of 1933 
with respect to a public offering of common stock of Minute Ap- 
proved Credit Plan, Inc. (““Minute’’) of New York has become 
permanent. A. C. Kluger & Co. was designated as the underwriter 
of the offering which was completed on July 17, 1972. Minute 
consents to the entry of the order without admitting or denying 
any of the allegations thereof. 


Pursuant to a notification filed on June 25, 1972, Minute offered 
100,000 shares of its common stock at $5.00 per share. Accord- 
ing to the order, the Commission has reason to believe that: (a) 
the terms and conditions of Regulation A had not been complied 
with in that the notification failed to disclose that Michael Heller- 
man and Ivan Ezrine, undisclosed underwriters who were enjoined 
from further violations of the anti-fraud provisions of the securi 
ties laws, participated in the offering which was an event which 
renders the exemption unavailable to Minute; (b) the notification 
and offering circular filed by Minute contained untrue statements 
of material facts and omitted to state material facts necessary in 
order to make the statements made, in light of the circumstances 
under which they were made, not misleading, particularly with re- 
spect to, among other things, the failure to state that Hellerman 
and Ezrine wculd participate as underwriters in the offering as 
defined in Section 2(11) of the Securities Act of 1933; and (c) 
the offering was made in violation of Section 17 of the Securities 
Act of 1933 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10058/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4170 
In the Matter of 


DENIS McCAULEY & COMPANY, INC. 
730 Second Avenue South 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 

(814083) 


. ORDER SUSPENDING BROKER-DEALER REGISTRATION 
PENDING DETERMINATION OF PROCEEDINGS 


In these proceedings pursuant to Sections 15(b) and 15A of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, one of the issues presented is 
whether the broker-dealer registration of Denis McCauley & Com- 
pany, Inc. (“‘registrant’’) should be suspended pending final de- 
termination of the remaining issues raised by the order for pro- 
ceedings. Solely for the purpose of settling that issue, and with- 
out admitting or denying the allegations in the order for proceed- 
ings, registrant has consented to a finding that such a suspension 
is in the public interest, and to entry of an order so suspending 
its broker-dealer registration. The order for proceedings herein 
alleges, among other things, that during the period September to 
November 1972, registrant violated anti-fraud provisions of the 
Exchange Act in connection with the purchase, offer and sale of 
shares of common stock of Monarch General, Inc., Econetics, 
Inc. and Faraday Laboratories, Inc., and failed to exercise reason- 
able supervision with a view to preventing such violations. 


In view of the foregoing it is in the public interest to impose the 
suspension to which registrant has consented. 
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Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that, pending final determination 
of the issues raised in the order for proceedings herein, the regis- 
tration as a broker and dealer of Denis McCauley & Company. 
Inc., be, and it hereby is, suspended. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10059/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File Nos. 3-3867 and 3-3868 
In the Matter of 


GEORGE W. COLE 
2020 Liberty Tower 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 


FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANCTION 


In these proceedings pursuant to Sections 15(b) and 15A of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (“Exchange Act’’), George W. 
Cole, who was a registered representative of a registered broker- 
dealer, 1 submitted an offer of settlement. Under the terms of 
the offer, Cole, solely for purposes of these proceedings and with- 
out admitting or denying the allegations of the order for proceed- 
ings as amended, consented to findings with respect to certain 
violations of the Securities Act of 1933 as alleged in that order 
and to the imposition of a specified sanction. 


After due consideration of the offer of settlement and upon the 
recommendation of its staff, the Commission determined to ac- 
cept the offer. 


On the basis of the amended order for proceedings and the offer 
of settlement, it is found that from about May 20, 1970 through 
February 24, 1972, Cole willfully aided and abetted willful viola- 
tions of Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the Securities Act in that he 
offered, sold and delivered shares of the common stocks of Four 
Seasons Nursing Centers of America, Inc., Southwest Factories, 
Inc., Pioneer Nursing Centers, Inc., and Academy Computing 
Corporation when no registration statement had been filed or 
was in effect as to those shares pursuant to that Act. 


The offer of settlement provides that Cole may be suspended for 

30 days from association with any broker-dealer registered under 

the Exchange Act. Thereafter he may be suspended from any such 
association except in a supervised capacity provided, however, that 
he may apply at any time for permission to become so associated 
in a supervisory capacity. 


In view of the foregoing, it is in the public interest to impose the 
sanction specified in the offer of settlement. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that George W. Cole be, and he 
hereby is, suspended for 30 days from being associated with any 
broker-dealer registered under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. Thereafter he may become so associated only in a super- 
vised capacity provided, however, that he may apply at any time 
to become so associated in a supervisory capacity. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 
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1 Cole is now a principal of George Cole & Co., Inc., an intra- 
state broker-dealer registered with the Oklahoma Securities 
Commission. 


2 The findings herein are not binding on any other respondent 
named in these proceedings. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10060/March 27, 1973 
INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 368/March 27, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4152 
In the Matter of 


CHARLES T. JOHNSON, INC. 
(8-10323) 


KEHR & JOHNSON, INC. 
(801-6565) 


CHARLES T. JOHNSON 
St. Petersburg, Florida 


FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANCTIONS 


These proceedings were instituted pursuant to Sections 15(b) and 
15A of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and Section 203 of 
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 with respect to Charles T. 
Johnson, Inc. (““CTJ’’), a registered broker-dealer, Kehr & John- 
son, Inc. (‘KJ’), a registered investment adviser, and Charles T. 
Johnson, president and sole stockholder of CTJ and vice-president 
and 50% stockholder of KJ. Respondents, solely for the purpose 
of settlement of these proceedings and without admitting or deny- 
ing the allegations in the order for proceedings, have consented to 
findings of willful violations as charged in the order for proceed- 
ings and to entry of an order revoking the registrations of CTJ 
and KJ and barring Johnson from association with any broker- 
dealer, investment adviser or otherwise engaging in the securities 
business. 


On the basis of the order for proceedings and respondent's con- 
sent, it is found that: 


1. During the period October 1971 to January 1973, respondents 
willfully violated and willfully aided and abetted violations of Sec- 
tion 17(a) of the Securities Act of 1933 and Section 10(b) of the 
Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5 thereunder, in that they failed and 
refused to deliver fully paid for securities to the customers to 
whom such securities belonged, converted customers’ funds and 
securities to their own use, and failed to disclose to a subordi- 
nated lender of CTJ that his subordinated securities were pledged 
on a personal loan of Johnson. 


2. During the period from October 1971 to November 1972, 

CTJ, willfully aided and abetted by KJ and Johnson, willfully 
violated Section 15(c)(2) of the Exchange Act and Rule 15c2-1 
thereunder, in that securities carried for the accounts of customers 
were hypothecated and subjected to liens and claims of pledgees 
for sums which exceeded the aggregate indebtedness of such cus- 
tomers in respect of such securities. 


3. During the period October 1971 to June 1972, CTJ, willfully 
aided and abetted by Johnson, willfully violated Sections 15(b) 
(5)(A), 15(c)(3) and 17(a) of the Exchange Act and Rules 15c3-1, 
17a-3 and 17a-11 thereunder, in that CTJ effected transactions in 
securities while its aggregate indebtedness exceeded 2000% of its 
net capital and it did not have and maintain net capital of at 

least $5,000; failed to make and keep current certain books and 
records; and filed reports which reflected certain securities as 


assets when such securities had been hypothecated and were not 
available for CTJ’s obligations. 


In view of the foregoing, it is in the public interest to impose the 
sanctions to which respondents have consented. 


Accordingly, 1T IS ORDERED that the registrations as a broker 
and dealer of Charlies T. Johnson, Inc. and as an investment ad- 
viser of Kehr & Johnson, Inc. be, and they hereby are, revoked, 
and that Charles T. Johnson be, and he hereby is, barred from 
being associated with any broker-dealer, investment adviser or 
otherwise engaging in the securities business. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10061/March 26, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission ordered pursuant to 
Section 15(c)(5) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 the tem- 
porary suspension of over-the-counter trading in the securities of 
Photon, Inc. (“Photon”), Wilmington, Massachusetts for a ten 
day period commencing at 10:30 A.M. (EST) on March 26, 1973 
and continuing through April 4, 1973. 


The suspension was ordered because of a lack of accurate public 
information concerning the results of the Company's operations 
and because of questions which have arisen concerning the ac- 
curacy of information contained in Photon’s filings of reports with 
the Commission. The Company requested the suspension. 


Photon, which engages in the manufacture and distribution of 
phototypesetting machines in domestic and international markets, 
recently engaged a new firm of independent public accountants 
to analyze the accounting systems and practices of the Company. 
As a result of this study to date, the Company believes that ad- 
justments in its inventories and accounting procedures, resulting 

in adjustments in its balance sheets and income statements, will 
be required for the fiscal year ended December 31, 1972 and cer- 
tain prior years. The extent of these adjustments has not yet been 
determined. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and pro- 
spective purchasers that they should consider carefully the fore- 
going information along with all other currently available informa- 
tion and any information subsequently issued by the company. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers should be alert to the fact that 
pursuant to Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotation 
may be entered unless and until they have strictly complied with 
all of the provisions of said rule. If any broker or dealer has any 
question as to whether or not he has complied with said rule, he 
should not enter any quotation or engage in any transaction, but 
immediately contact the staff of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Division of Enforcement in Washington, D.C. If any 
broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is required by Rule 15c2- 
11, he should refrain from entering quotations or engaging in 
other activity relating to the securities in question until such time 
as he has familiarized himself with said rule and is certain that all 
of its provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer enters 
any quotation or engages in any transaction which is in violation 
of said rule the Commission will consider the need for prompt 
enforcement action. 
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SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10062/March 26, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission ordered the temporary 
suspension of over-the-counter trading in the securities of Tex- 
tured Products, Inc. (‘Textured’), a Delaware corporation located 
in Mount Vernon, New York for a ten-day period commencing 
at“10:00 A.M. (EST) on March 26, 1973 through April 4, 1973. 


Trading in Textured stock commenced on February 1, 1973. On 
February 13, 1973 the Commission suspended trading for the 
10-day period commencing on February 13, 1973 and terminat- 
ing on February 22, 1973 because it appeared that false and mis- 
leading statements were being made in connection with the solici- 


tation of purchase of Textured securities. Subsequently, the under- 


writer for the offering, Morgan, Kennedy & Co., Inc., was en- 
joined from further violations of certain provisions of the Securi- 
ties Exchange Act and a SIPC trustee was appointed to liquidate 
the firm's business. 


This new suspension was ordered because of questions raised re- 
lating to whether the public offering of Textured’s securities was 
made in accordance with the plan of distribution stated in the 
company’s registration statement. In addition, the Commission 
has been informed that Morgan, Kennedy had failed to deliver out 
large blocks of Textured’s securities prior to the appointment of 

a special trustee to liquidate the firm's business, thus affecting the 
“public float’ of Textured’s securities for an indeterminate period 
of time. 


The Commission cautions that prospective purchasers of the stock, 
as well as broker-dealers, are urged to consider carefully the fore- 
going information in making any investment decision with respect 
to the stock of this company. The Commission further cautions 
broker-dealers who publish quotations and affect transactions in 
these securities, that subsequent to the expiration of this trading 
ban, they should, before such actions, assure themselves that they 
are not participating in activities in violation of the anti-fraud 
and/or anti-manipulative provisions of the Securities Act of 1933 
and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers must be aware that the specific 
provision of Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act must be strict- 
ly complied with prior to the time quotations of these companies 
securities are entered in any quotation service. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10063/March 28, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-3178 
In the Matter of 


SECURITY OPTIONS CORP. 
40 Exchange Place 

New York, New York 
(8-8099) 


ORDER REVOKING BROKER-DEALER REGISTRATION 


On April 21, 1972, the Commission issued a Findings and Order 
in these proceedings (Securities Exchange Act Release No. 9581) 
which among other things ordered, with the consent of Security 
Options Corp. (‘‘registrant’’), that its broker-dealer registration be 
revoked upon the Commission’s receipt of advice from its New 
York Regional Office that registrant had filed a satisfactory af- 
fidavit of compliance with certain terms of its consent. 


The New York Regional Office has advised the Commission that 
the required affidavit has been filed by registrant stating that al! 
securities and funds owed to its customers and other broker- 
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dealers have been delivered to them. It is therefore appropriate to 
revoke registrant's broker-dealer registration. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that the registration as a broker 
and dealer of Security Options Corp. be, and it hereby is, revoked, 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10064/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission today announced the 
suspension of trading in all the securities of Equity Funding Corp- 
oration of America (“Equity’’) for a ten-day period commencing 
at the opening of business on Wednesday, March 28, 1973. Equity 
is a Delaware corporation with its principal offices located at 1900 
Avenue of the Stars, Los Angeles, California. 


The suspension was ordered because of the numerous rumors con- 
cerning the financial condition and questions concerning certain 
operations of Equity that have been circulating in the investment 
community. In addition, the suspension was ordered because of 
the recent increase in the volume of trading and dramatic price 
decrease in the securities of Equity which may have resulted from 
the dissemination of such rumors. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and pro- 
spective purchasers that they should consider carefully the fore- 
going information along with all other currently available informa- 
tion and any information subsequently issued by the company. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers should be alert to the fact that 
pursuant to Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotation 
may be entered, unless and until they have strictly complied with 
all of the provisions of said rule. If any broker or dealer has any 
question as to whether or not he has complied with said rule, he 
should not enter any quotation or engage in any transaction, but 


immediately contact the staff of the Securities and Exchange Com- 


mission, Division of Enforcement in Washington, D.C. If any 
broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is required by Rule 15c2- 
11, he should refrain from entering quotations or engaging in 
other activity relating to the securities in question until such time 
as he has familiarized himself with said rule and is certain that all 
of its provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer enters any 
quotation or engages in any transaction which is in violation of 
said rule the Commission will consider the need for prompt en- 
forcement action. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10065/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission today ordered the tem- 
porary suspension of over-the-counter trading in securities of the 
Bolton Group, Ltd., (““Bolton’’), New York City, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 15(c)(5) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 for a ten 
day period commencing at 11:00 A.M. (EST) on March 28, 1973 
and continuing through April 6, 1973. 


Bolton manufactures and sells cosmetic products. The company 
had an initial public offering in September 1972, pursuant to a 
Regulation A exemption, which was underwritten by Park Securi- 
ties, Inc., New York City, on a best efforts basis at $1.25 per unit 
consisting of two shares of common stock and one warrant. 
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The Commission ordered the suspension because of questions 
raised concerning the initial offering of Bolton and because of 
questions’ concerning after-market trading in Bolton units. Bolton's 
jatest publicly available financial statements (year ended June 

30, 1972) shows the company operating at a deficit. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and pro- 
spective purchasers that they should consider carefully the fore- 
going information along with all other currently available informa- 
tion and any information subsequently issued by the company. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers are cautioned that pursuant to 
Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotation may be en- 
tered unless and until they have strictly complied with all of the 
provisions of Rule 15c2-11. If any broker or dealer has any ques- 
tion as to whether or not he has complied with said rule, he 
should not enter any quotation or engage in any transaction, but 
immediately contact the staff of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Division of Enforcement in Washington, D.C. If any 
broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is required by Rule 15c2- 
ll, he should refrain from entering quotations or engaging in other 
activity relating to the securities in question until such time as he 
has familiarized himself with said rule and is certain that all of its 
provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer enters any 
quotation or engages in any transaction which is in violation of 
Rule 15c2-11 the Commission will consider the need for prompt 
enforcement action. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10066/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission today ordered the tem- 
porary suspension of over-the-counter trading in securities of EKG 
Service Corp. ("EKG"), Clifton, New Jersey pursuant to Section 
15(c)(5) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 for a ten-day 
period commencing at 11:00 A.M. (EST) on March 28, 1973 and 
continuing through April 6, 1973. 


EKG provides clinical medical services. The company had an initial 
public offering of 100,000 shares, best efforts one-third or none, 
at $5 per share. Under the offering, underwritten by Park Securi- 
ties, Inc., (New York City) 33,333 shares were sold during the 
period from October 25, 1972 through January 4, 1973 when 

the offering was terminated. The Commission ordered the suspen- 
sion because of questions raised concerning after-market trading 

in EKG stock. The Commission noted that EKG stock rose to a 
price of $7 3/4 on January 4, 1973, the date on which the offer- 
ing was terminated. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and pro- 
spective purchasers that they should consider carefully the fore- 
going information along with all other currently available informa- 
tion and any information subsequently issued by the company. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers are cautioned that pursuant to 
Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotation may be en- 
tered unless and until they have strictly complied with all of the 
provisions of Rule 15c2-11. If any broker or dealer has any ques- 
tion as to whether or not he has complied with said rule, he 
should not enter any quotation or engage in any transaction, but 
immediately contact the staff of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Division of Enforcement in Washington, D.C. If any 
broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is required by Rule 15c2- 
11 he should refrain from entering quotations or engaging in other 
activity relating to the securities in question until such time as he 
has familiarized himself with said rule and is certain that all of its 
provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer enters any 
quotation or engages in any transaction which is in violation of 
Rule 15c2-11 the Commission will consider the need for prompt 
enforcement action. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10067/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission ordered the temporary 
suspension of over-the-counter trading in the securities of Indus- 
tries International, Inc., 2701 Titan, Littleton, Colorado pursuant 
to Section 15(c)(5) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. The 
suspension, which is to be effective for a 10-day period from 
11:00 A.M. (EST) on March 28, 1973 through April 6, 1973. 


The suspension was ordered because there is no reliable public in- 
formation concerning the financial condition and operations of 
the company filed with the Commission or available to the invest- 
ing public. In addition, questions have also been raised concerning 
trading in the company’s stock. Management of the company had 
requested the suspension. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and pro- 
spective purchasers that they should consider carefully the fore- 
going information along with all other currently available informa- 
tion and any information subsequently issued by the company. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers should be alert to the fact that 
pursuant to Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotation 
may be entered unless and until they have strictly complied with 
all of the provisions of said rule. If any broker or dealer has any 
question as to whether or not he has complied with said rule, he 
should not enter any quotation, but immediately contact the staff 
of the Securities and Exchange Commission, Division of Enforce- 
ment in Washington, D.C. If any broker or dealer is uncertain as 
to what is required by Rule 15c2-11, he should refrain from en- 
tering quotations relating to the securities in question until such 
time as he has familiarized himself with said rule and is certain 
that all of its provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer 
enters any quotation which is in violation of said rule the Com- 
mission will consider the need for prompt enforcement action. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10068/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission announced that it has 
ordered the temporary suspension of over-the-counter trading in 
the securities of Transbanc Depository Receipt and Funding 
Corporation of Paramus, New Jersey for a ten-day period com- 
mencing at 11:00 A.M. (EST) on March 28, 1973 and terminating 
at midnight (EST) on April 6, 1973. The suspension was ordered 
because of a lack of adequate and accurate information regarding 
the financial condition and business affairs of the issuer. 


The most recent financial information regarding Transbanc is an 
unaudited balance sheet as of April 30, 1972 which was included 
in a transmittal to stockholders dated August 18, 1972. Of the 
total claimed assets of $76,850.00 as of April 30, 1972, Trans- 
banc lists a loan receivable of $74,020.00 due from First Worid 
Corporation (representing 96.3% of Transbanc’s total claimed 
assets). Certain questions have been raised concerning the collecti- 
bility of this receivable from First World Corporation. 


A Complaint filed by the Commission on October 24, 1972 
(United States District Court for the Southern District of New 
York — 72 Civ. 4496) charged First Worid Corporation and seven 
(7) individuals and corporations with having issued and distributed 
six (6) fraudulent financial statements, a false and misleading press 
release, and with having wrongfully distributed unregistered securi- 
ties of First World Corporation to shareholders of Mr. Swiss of 
America. 


On March 12, 1973, an order of permanent Injunction was en- 
tered, upon consent, against First World Corporation and its presi- 
dent Christos Netelkos, enjoining said defendants from further 
violations of the federal securities laws. The court also ordered 
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First World to notify its shareholders in writing no later than 60 
days after the entry of the injunction of the substance of the 
Commission's action, the financial condition of the company, the 
number of shares outstanding and the number of shareholders on 
record as of November 30, 1972. 


The Commission cautions broker-dealers, shareholders and pro- 
spective purchasers that, in any trading of Transbanc securities 
after the trading ban expires, they should consider carefully the 
foregoing information along with all other currently available in- 
formation and any information subsequently issued by the com- 
pany. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers should be alert to the fact that 
pursuant to Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotation 
may be entered, unless and until they have strictly complied with 
all of the provisions of said Rule. If any broker or dealer has any 
question as to whether or not he has complied with said Rule, 
he should not enter any quotation, but immediately contact the 
staff of the Securities and Exchange Commission, Division of En- 
forcement in Washington, D.C. If any broker or dealer is uncer- 
tain as to what is required by Rule 15c2-11, he should refrain 
from entering quotations relating to the securities in question 
until such time as he has familiarized himself with said Rule and 
is certain that all of its provisions have been met. If any broker 
or dealer enters any quotation which is in violation of said Rule 
the Commission will consider the need for prompt enforcement 
action. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10069/March 29, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-2621 
In the Matter of 


ROBERT L. FERMAN & CO., INC. 
CAMBRIDGE SECURITIES, INC. 
7630 Biscayne Boulevard 

Miami, Florida 

(8-5853) (8-14763) 


ROBERT L. FERMAN 
FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANCTIONS 


In these proceedings pursuant to Sections 15(b), 15A and 19(a) 

of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (‘Exchange Act’’), Robert 
L. Ferman & Co., Inc. (‘Ferman Co."’) and Cambridge Securities, 
inc. (“Cambridge”), registered broker-dealers, and Robert L. Fer- 
man, president of both firms, have submitted an offer of settle- 
ment. 


Under the terms of the offer, respondents, solely for purposes of 
these or any other proceedings pursuant to the above sections, 
admitted and consented to findings that Ferman Co. committed 
willful violations of the securities acts as alleged in the order for 
proceedings as amended, and that Ferman Co. and Ferman failed 
to exercise reasonable supervision. Respondents further consented 
to the imposition of specified sanctions. 


After due consideration of the offer of settlement and upon the 
recommendation of its staff, the Commission determined to ac- 
cept the offer. 


On the basis of the order for proceedings and the offer of settle- 
ment, it is found that: 1 


1. From about October 1, 1968 to July 1, 1969, Ferman Co. 


willfully violated Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the Securities Act of 
1933 in that it offered, sold and delivered about 80,480 shares of 


6/SEC DOCKET 





the common stock of J B & T Co. (formerly Junction Bit & Tool 
Co.) and about 256,000 shares of S & M Industries, Inc. (former- 
ly S & M Supply Co.) when no registration statement had been 
filed or was in effect pursuant to that Act with respect to those 
shares. 


2. From November 1968 to the institution of these proceedings 
in September 1970, Ferman Co. willfully violated the anti-fraud 
provisions of Section 17(a) of the Securities Act and Section 
10(b) of the Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5 thereunder in that, in 
connection with the offer and sale of the above securities, it failed 
to make a reasonable and diligent inquiry with respect to the 

S & M stock, placed quotations for that stock in the pink sheets 
published by the National Daily Quotation Service at arbitrary 
and increasing prices, and made materially untrue and misleading 
statements concerning the assets, earnings and cash position of 

S & M, the adequacy and accuracy of available information re- 
garding its financial condition, the business and prospects of S & M 
and J B & T, the investment quality of and anticipated market 
for their shares, and the status of such shares under the registra- 
tion provisions of the Securities Act. 


3. Ferman Co. and Ferman failed to exercise reasonable super- 
vision with a view to preventing the above violations. 


The offer of settlement provides that the broker-dealer registra- 
tion of Ferman Co. and Cambridge may be revoked and that Fer- 
man may be barred from association with any broker-dealer pro- 
vided that he may apply for permission to become employed in 
the securities business in a non-supervisory capacity upon an ap- 
propriate showing, after one year from the date hereof, that he 
will be adequately supervised. 


In view of the foregoing, it is in the public interest to impose the 
sanctions specified in the offer of settlement, and it is appropriate, 
pursuant to its terms, to dismiss the allegation of the order for 
proceedings charging Ferman with willful violations of the anti- 
fraud provisions as set forth above with respect to Ferman Co. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that the registrations as brokers 
and dealers of Robert L. Ferman & Co., Inc. and Cambridge 
Securities, Inc. be, and they hereby are, revoked; that Robert L. 
Ferman be, and he hereby is, barred from being associated with 
any broker or dealer provided that this order shall not preclude 
him from applying for employment in the securities business in 
a non-supervisory capacity upon an appropriate showing, after 
the expiration of one year from the date of this order, that he 
will be adequately supervised; and that the allegation of the order 
for proceedings charging Ferman with willful violations of anti- 
fraud provisions be, and it hereby is, dismissed. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


1 The findings herein are not binding on any other respondent 
named in the order for proceedings. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10070/March 27, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission has ordered the institu- 
tion of public administrative proceedings against A. C. Kluger & 

Co., of New York, New York, a former member of the New York 
and American Stock Exchanges; Alan Kluger, of New York, New 
York, A. C. “luger’s senior partner; Michael Rich, of Plainview, 

New York, a partner of A, C. Kluger; George H. Newman, of Sea 
ford, New York, a partner and former compliance director of 
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A. C. Kluger; Issac Mayer, of Far Rockaway, New York, a partner 
of A. C. Kluger; and Leon Mayer, of Far Rockaway, New York, a 
former co-manager of an A. C. Kluger branch office. The pro- 
ceedings are based on allegations by the staff that the respondents 
violated and aided and abetted violations of the registration, anti- 
fraud, bookkeeping and supplemental reporting provisions of the 
federal securities laws in connection with a public offering of the 
common stock of Minute Approved Credit Plan, Inc. The order 
also alleges that the respondents violated and aided and abetted 
violations of those provisions of the federal securities laws requir- 
ing the return of monies to customers in the event a minimum 
number of shares were not sold in a ‘‘best efforts, 50% or none” 
underwriting and the failure to supervise and prevent such viola- 
tions. 


A hearing will be scheduled by further order to take evidence on 
the staff charges and afford the respondents an opportunity to 
offer any defenses thereto, for the purpose of determining wheth- 
er the allegations are true ana, if so, whether any action of a re- 
medial nature is necessary or appropriate in the public interest. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10071/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission, under the Securities 

Act of 1934, announced the termination of the suspension of 
trading in the common stock of DCS Financial Corporation (‘DCS 
Financial’’) of Rochester, New York effective at midnight on 
March 28, 1973. The Commission first ordered suspension on 
November 29, 1972. 


The suspension was first ordered because of the rapid rise in the 
price of DCS Financial common stock during the nionths of Sep- 
tember, October and November, 1972, with no apparent reason, 
and the lack of an independent market in that stock. On March 
20, 1973, Newport Securities Corporation of Newport Beach, 
California and its three principles, A. Gurdon Wolfson, Martin 
Susson and Roy O. Dawson, were permanently enjoined by con- 
sent in the U.S. District Court for Central District of California 
from violations of the anti-fraud provisions of the Securities Act 
of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 in connection 
with a manipulation of DCS Financial common stock. On March 
23, 1973, a preliminary injunction was issued by the same Court 
against DCS Financial, Isadore Diamond, DCS Financial's current 
president, and Seymour Vigman, its former president, involving 
the same violations of law. 


The Court found that the Form 10 filed by DCS Financial on 

November 10, 1972 was misleading in that it failed to disclose 
the manipulation. The Commission has informed DCS Financial 
that its Form 10 is deficient. 


The Commission cautions that, in any trading of this company’s 
securities after the trading ban expires, shareholders and prospec- 
tive purchasers of the securities as well as broker-dealers should 
consider carefully the foregoing information in making any invest- 
ment decision with respect to this company. The Commission cau- 
tions broker-dealers, who solicit the purchase of the securities of 
this company and who make diligent inquiry to determine all 
pertinent financial and other information about the issuer and 
disclose such information to prospective purchasers, may be violat- 
ing the anti-fraud provisions of the Federal securities laws. In ad- 
dition, brokers and dealers who publish quotations and trade in 
this company’s securities should assure themselves that they are 
Not participating in activities in violation of the registration pro- 
visions of the Securities Act and the Securities Exchange Act. 


Furthermore, brokers and dealers must be aware that pursuant to 
Rule 15c2-11 under the Exchange Act, no quotations may be en- 
tered unless and until all of the provisions of said rule are strictly 
and specifically complied with. If any broker or dealer has any 


question as to whether or not such rule has been complied with 
he should not engage in any quotation or trading transactions but 
rather immediately contact the staff of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Division of Enforcement in Washington, D.C. If any 
broker or dealer is uncertain as to what is required by Rule 15c2 
11 he should refrain from entering quotations or other activity 
relating to the securities in question until such time as he has 
familiarized himself with said rule and is absolutely certain that all 
of its provisions have been met. If any broker or dealer enters into 
any quotation or transaction which is in violation of said rule the 
Commission will take immediate remedial action to correct such 
violatioris. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10072/March 29, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-3691 
In the Matter of 


NATIONWIDE BOND, INC. 
1661 Center Point Road 
Birmingham, Alabama 
(8-16444) 


FRED A. MATHEWS 
FINDINGS AND ORDER IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANCTIONS 


In these proceedings pursuant to Section 15(b) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934, (“‘Act’’), Nationwide Bond, Inc. (‘‘regis- 
trant’’), a registered broker-dealer, and Fred A. Mathews, regis 
trant’s former president, submitted an offer of settlement. Under 
the terms of the offer, respondents, solely for purposes of this 
proceeding or any other proceeding pursuant to Sections 15(b), 
15A or 19(a)(3) of the Act or Section 203(e) of the Investment 
Advisers Act of 1940, and without admitting or denying the alle- 
gaticns in the order for proceedings, consented to findings of mis- 
conduct as alleged in that order and to entry of an order suspend- 
ing registrant's broker-dealer registration for 30 days and Mathews 
from association with any broker-dealer for the same period. 


After due consideration of the offer of settlement and upon the 
recommendation of its staff, the Commission determined to ac 
cept the offer. 


On the basis of the order for proceedings and the offer of settle- 
ment, it is found that: 


1. During the period from about May 16, 1971 to May 3, 1972, 
registrant, willfully aided and abetted by Mathews, willfully vio- 
lated Sections 15(b)(8) and 15(b)(9) of the Act and Rules 15b8-1 
and 15b9-1 thereunder in that registrant, while not a member of 

a registered securities association, engaged in business when associ- 
ated persons had not successfully completed the required securities 
examination, and registrant had not filed the requisite personnel 
forms (SECO-2) with respect to them nor paid the fees prescribed 
thereby. 


2. During the period from about May 31 to October 31, 1971, 
and on or about January 15, 1972, registrant, willfully aided and 
abetted by Mathews, willfully violated the net capital require- 
ments of Section 15(c)(3) of the Act and Rule 15c3-1(a)(2) there- 
under, in that registrant effected securities transactions when it 
did not have and maintain net capital of at least $5,000. 


3. During the period from about September 15, 1971 to January 
17, 1972, registrant, willfully aided and abetted by Mathews, will- 
fully violated Section 17(a) of the Act and Rules 17a-3 and 17a-11 
thereunder, in that registrant failed to make accurately and keep 
current certain books and records, to give the Commission im- 
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mediate telegraphic notice that it had a net capital deficiency and 
that its books and records were not current, and to file within 24 
hours of such notice the required report of financial condition 
and, within 48 hours, a report stating what steps had been or were 
being taken to correct the situation with respect to books and 
records. 


In support of their offer, respondents represent that registrant is 
now in compliance with net capital and record-keeping require- 
ments and with Sections 15(b)(8) and 15(b)(9) of the Act, that 
it will maintain its books and records as required by Section 17 
of the Act and the rules thereunder, and that it is currently filing 
the reports required by Rule 17a-11 under that Section and will 
continue to do so until May 1973. 


In view of the foregoing, it,is in the public interest to impose the 
sanctions specified in the offer of settlement. 


Accordingly, 1T |S ORDERED that the registration as a broker 
and dealer of Nationwide Bond, Inc. be, and it hereby is, sus- 
pended for 30 days; and that Fred A. Mathews be, and he hereby 
is, suspended from being associated with any broker or dealer for 
the same period. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10073/March 29, 1973 


NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF EXHIBITS AND RELATED DOCU- 
MENTS WITH RESPECT TO PLAN FILED PURSUANT TO 
RULE 17a-15 UNDER THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT 
OF 1934. 


The Commission announced that the New York, American, Mid- 
west, Pacific and PBW Stock Exchanges and the NASD have filed 
various exhibits and related documents with respect to the joint 
plan which they filed with the Commission on March 2, 1973 pur- 
suant to Rule 17a-15 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
providing for reporting of prices and volume of completed trans- 
actions with respect to securities registered on exchanges. The ex- 
hibits and related documents will be available for public inspec- 
tion in the Commission's public reference room, and all interested 
persons may submit written comments on them. All comments 
should be directed to John M. Liftin, Associate Director, Division 
of Market Regulation, Securities and Exchange Commission, 500 
North Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 20549, on or before April 
27, 1973, and should refer to File No. $7-433. 


By the Commission. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10074/March 30, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission has ordered administra- 
tive proceedings under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 in- 
volving Walston & Co., Inc. (Registrant), Ronald W. Dundon, 
Richard L. Feldman, and Ray K. Rabin, who were associated 
with Walston & Co., Inc. during 1969. 


The proceedings are based upon allegations of the Commission’s 
staff that Registrant, Rabin, Dundon, and Feldman willfully vio- 
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lated and aided and abetted in violations of the registration pro- 
visions of the Securities Act of 1933 by offering shares of the 
common stock of Chemtrust Industries when no registration state- 
ment had been filed. The staff also alleges that Registrant violated 
the aforesaid registration provisions of the Securities Act of 1933 
by causing to be carried through the mails or in interstate com- 
merce shares of Chemtrust Industries stock for sale or delivery 
after sale when said securities were not accompanied or preceded 
by a prospectus. 


In the order the Commission's staff also alleged that Registrant, 
Rabin, Dundon and Feldman violated and aided and abetted in 
violations of the anti-fraud provisions of the Securities Act of 
1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by making false 
and misleading statements and omitting to state material facts 
concerning the following: a prospective rise in the price of Chem- 
trust stock, the listing of the aforesaid stock on a national stock 
exchange, the comparison of the future price of the stock with 
that of Four Seasons Equity Corp., the prospective merger of 
Chemtrust, a prospective split in the stock of Chemtrust, and 
other similar representations and omissions. The staff also alleges 
that the aforementioned parties violated the anti-fraud provisions 
by offering and selling securities to the residents of the State of 
Oregon when, and without disclosing that Rabin was not qualified 
or registered to sell securities as required by the rules of the New 
York Stock Exchange, the N.A.S.D., and the Commission and that 
Rabin was not licensed to sell securities by the State of Oregon. 


In the order the staff also alleged that Registrant, Dundon, and 
Feldman failed to reasonably supervise with a view toward prevent- 
ing the aforementioned violations. 


A hearing will be scheduled by further order to take evidence on 
the staff allegations and to afford the Respondents an opportunity 
to offer any defenses thereto, for the purpose of determining 
whether the allegations are true and, if so, whether any action of 
a remedial nature should be ordered by the Commission. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10075/March 30, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4198 
In the Matter of 


ROBERT ROBINSON 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 


ORDER INSTITUTING PROCEEDINGS; FINDINGS AND ORDER 
IMPOSING REMEDIAL SANCTIONS 


Robinson & Company, Inc., a registered broker-dealer (‘‘regis- 
trant’’), and Robert Robinson, its president, submitted an offer of 
settlement with respect to matters alleged by the Commission in 
certain injunctive proceedings and in any administrative proceed- 
ings pursuant to Section 15(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (‘Act’) which may be instituted as to Robinson based on 
the allegations in the injunctive proceedings. 


On September 1, 1970, the Commission filed a complaint against 
registrant and Robinson in the United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania alleging violations of the 
hypothecation, net capital and anti-fraud provisions of the Act 
and rules thereunder. 1 Upon the consent of registrant and Rob- 
inson without admitting the allegations of the complaint, the 
Court, on September 2, 1970, issued an order temporarily re- 
straining registrant from engaging in broker-dealer activities and 
Robinson from engaging in securities transactions through or on 
behalf of registrant. That order has been continued in effect. Also 
on September 1, 1970, registrant filed a petition for an arrange- 
ment under Chapter XI of the Bankruptcy Act. In the Chapter 
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XI proceedings, a receiver was subsequently appointed for regis- 
trant and a plan of arrangement confirmed. Substantial advances 
by the New York Stock Exchange, of which registrant was former- 
ly a member, enabled the receiver to discharge registrant's obliga- 
tions pursuant to the plan of arrangement. 


Under the terms of the settlement offer, registrant and Robinson, 
without admitting or denying the allegations of the injunctive 
complaint, consented to the entry of a permanent injunction. 
Robinson, without admitting or denying the allegations of any 
order for administrative proceedings containing the same allega- 
tions, consented to findings of willful violations of the Act and 
rules thereunder based on such allegations, and to the imposition 
of a specified remedial sanction. 


After due consideration of the offer of settlement and upon the 
recommendation of its staff, the Commission determined that it 
was appropriate in the public interest to institute proceedings 
against Robinson pursuant to Section 15(b) of the Act and to 
accept the settlement offer. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that proceedings pursuant to Sec- 
tion 15(b) of the Act be, and they hereby are, instituted against 
Robinson on the basis of and incorporating the allegations against 
him contained in the compiaint filed in the aforementioned in- 
junctive proceedings, and further alleging that the violations or 
aiding and abetting of violations by Robinson charged in such 
complaint were willful. 


On the basis of the offer of settlement, it is found that: 


1. During the period from about June 1 to September 1, 1970, 
Robinson willfully aided and abetted violations of Sections 8(c) 
and 15(c)(2) of the Act and Rules 8c-1(a)(3) and 15c2-1(a)(3) 
thereunder in connection with the hypothecation and the arrang- 
ing for and permitting the continued hypothecation of securities 
carried for the accounts of customers under circumstances per- 
mitting such securities to be hypothecated and subject to liens 
and claims of pledgees for sums exceeding the aggregate indebted- 
ness of all customers in respect of such securities. 


2. During the period from about July 31 to September 1, 1970, 
Robinson willfully aided and abetted violations of Section 15(c)(3) 
of the Act and Rule 15c3-1 thereunder in that registrant effected 
securities transactions when its aggregate indebtedness exceeded 
2,000 per cent of its net capital. 


3. During the period from about April 30 to September 1, 1970, 
Robinson willfully violated Section 10(b) of the Act and Rule 
10b-5 thereunder in that, among other things, he failed to disclose 
to customers the transfer of certain of registrant’s subordinated 
capital when such capital was needed to protect their funds and 
securities and that registrant was financially unable to delivei 
securities sold or to pay for securities purchased promptly. 


The offer of settlement provides that Robinson may be barred 
from association with any broker-dealer, registered investment 
adviser or registered investment company, provided that after a 
reasonable period of time and upon a proper showing, he may 
apply for re-entry into the securities business in a non-supervisory 
capacity, but may not have, without Commission approval, any 
duties or functions in or pertaining to a back office or operations 
department, the maintenance of a broker-dealer’s records relating 
to its capital, the supervision of salesmen in connection with com- 
pliance with Federal or other securities laws, or the obtaining of 
loans or capital or pledging of securities. Moreover, absent Com- 
mission approval, he may not have a direct or indirect ownership 
interest in an entity engaged in the securities business except the 
ownership of a maximum of 1% of any class of securities of any 
such entity whose securities are publicly traded. The offer further 
provides that if Robinson becomes employed in the securities in- 
dustry he will set aside a portion of his earnings, up to a maximum 
of $250,000, for payment to the New York Stock Exchange to 


reimburse it for any losses arising out of the Exchange's financing 
of registrant's Chapter XI plan of arrangement. 2 


Robinson has presented various mitigating factors. He asserts, 
among other things, that the alleged violations were attributable 
in large part to the fact that during a period when the securities 
industry was plagued by back-office problems, registrant's clearing 
broker, without adequate warning, suddenly dropped registrant's 
account; that thereafter registrant spared no expense, and Robin- 
son himself expended about $1.5 million, in efforts to create an 
adequate back office; and that Robinson always sought to act only 
under the advice of competent counsel. Robinson further states 
that since registrant’s collapse in August 1970, he has not been 
involved in the securities industry, and that such collapse has 
caused him a loss of several million dollars and severely damaged 
his reputation. 


Under all the circumstances, it is in the public interest to impose 
the sanction specified in the offer of settlement. 


Accordingly, 1T 1S ORDERED that Robert Robinson be, and he 
hereby is, barred from being associated with any broker-dealer, 
registered investment adviser or registered investment company, 
provided that after a reasonable period and upon a proper show- 
ing, and subject to the conditions set forth above, he may apply 
for re-entry into the securities business in a non-supervisory 
Capacity. 


For the Commission, by the Office of Opinions and Review, pur- 
suant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


1 SE.C. v. Robinson & Co., Inc., Civil Action No. 70-2396. 


2 This undertaking is without prejudice to the right of Robinson 
or registrant to set forth any claims, counter-claims or defenses 
which they may have against the Exchange. 


SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Rel. No. 10076/March 29, 1973 


The Commission announced today the release of its Policy State- 
ment on the Structure of a Central Market System. This Policy 
Statement, embodying the Commission's current views of the ele- 
ments, structure and regulatory framework of a central market 
system for listed securities, expands the general statement of 
principles enunciated in the Commission's prior Statement on the 
Future Structure of the Securities Markets, issued February 2, 
1972. 


Following the issuance of that Statement, the Commission estab- 
lished three industry advisory committees to study and report to 
it on market disclosure, block trading and the regulation and 
structure of a central market system. These advisory committees 
have completed their work and have transmitted their final re- 
ports and recommendations to the Commission. 


In addition, over the past year, two congressional subcommittees 
have completed extensive studies, which devoted considerable 
attention to the structure and regulation of a central market sys- 
tem. The subcommittees have issued final reports and have begun 
to introduce legislation to implement their recommendations. 


The Commission is issuing this report, therefore, after receiving 
the benefit of the most current thinking in this area. It is intended 
to provide direction to the development of the structure and reg 
ulatory framework within which a central market system would 
operate. 
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The Commission's Policy Statement should not be construed as 
an indictment of our existing capital markets, which continue to 
provide reliable service to all investors, large and smal!. But mean- 
ingful improvements can and should be made to accommodate 
these markets to the stresses of increased institutionalization of 
trading and other dynamically changing forces. In the Commis- 
sion’s view, the central market system will improve our existing 
system by bringing together all of our existing markets so that 
they are equally regulated and visible to all, and so that at the 
same time their members will be encouraged to compete, resulting 
in a substantial benefit for investors. 


At the heart of the central market system described in the Policy 
Statement would be a comprehensive communications linkage be- 
tween market centers, consisting of a real-time composite last sale 
reporting system and a composite quotation system displaying the 
bids and offers of all qualified market makers in listed securities. 
The necessary steps which have to be taken to achieve the com- 
posite reporting system already are well under way. The next step 
will be to demonstrate a similar commitment to making the com- 
posite quotation system a reality. To this end, the Commission in- 
dicated it intends to republish proposed Securities Exchange Act 
Rule 17a-14 in the near future. 


The implementation of an operating communications system, 
without more, the Commission stated, would necessarily precipi- 
tate some major changes in the way securities are traded today. 
Rather than let such changes occur without direction, however, 
the Commission intended, in this Policy Statement, to anticipate 
some of the problem areas and to sketch out a broad regulatory 
framework within which the new communications network could 
operate efficiently. 


For example, a broker will have the opportunity, the Commission 
stated, for the first time, to see bids and offers in many different 
markets at once. To the extent the broker must execute his cus- 
tomer’s order in a market to which he does not have the ability 
to negotiate economic access, he would be unfairly penalized in 
discharging his duty of best execution. In addition, with transac- 
tions from all markets appearing on the composite transaction re- 
porting system, brokers must have some way of protecting their 
customers against transactions which are executed in other markets 
above or below the current price. Accordingly, the Commission 
has suggested some approaches in the Policy Statement which 
would permit brokerage firms to accommodate their business to 
the realities of the new communications facilities. 


The major steps proposed may be grouped into three broad cate- 
gories: first, regulation to maintain the integrity of the communica- 
tions linkage, such as eligibility criteria for securities to be in- 
cluded, short sale regulation and anti-manipulative rules; second, 
regulation of competing market makers within the system, partic- 
ularly with regard to their responsibilities to maintain a fair and 
orderly market; and third, regulation to ensure that the system 
will maintain the best auction features of the exchange markets 
and thereby provide a welcome environment for individual public 
investors. These auction features include an ‘‘auction trading’ rule 
and a “public preference”’ rule, both of which are designed to 
maximize the opportunity for public orders to meet without the 
intervention of a dealer. Thus, these rules should have the effect 
of centralizing all buying and selling interest in listed securities 
and eliminating the fragmentation which has plagued our markets. 


The Statement sets forth in detail the Commission's preliminary 
conclusions and the steps it plans to take, or to request the self- 
regulatory bodies to take, for their realization. The Commission 
emphasizes, however, that, because of the complexity of these 
issues and the unique efficiency already attained by the United 
States capital markets, any major structural changes must be anal- 
yzed in depth before, and monitored closely after, their imple- 
mentation. Therefore, the Commission hopes to receive comments 
from all interested persons — investors, large and small, self- 
regulatory bodies, broker-dealers and government agencies — on 
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all aspects of the views expressed in the Policy Statement. The 68 
page Policy Statement will be available in the Commission's public 
reference room at 500 N. Capitol Street, Washington, D.C., and 
in the public reference rooms of SEC regional offices throughout 
the country. 
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PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Rel. No. 17914/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4167 
In the Matter of 


GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
Atlanta, Georgia 
(70-5310) 


ORDER AUTHORIZING ISSUE OF FIRST MORTGAGE BONDS 
FOR SINKING FUND PURPOSES 


Georgia Power Company (‘‘Georgia”), a public-utility subsidiary 
company of The Southern Company, a registered holding com- 
pany, has filed a declaration and an amendment thereto with this 
Commission pursuant to Sections 6(a) and 7 of the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘Act’) and Rule 50(a)(5) pro- 
mulgated thereunder regarding the following transaction. 


Georgia proposes, on or prior to June 1, 1973, to issue $11,797,000 
principal amount of its First Mortgage Bonds, 2-7/8% Series due 
1980, under the provisions of its Indenture dated as of March 1, 
1941, between Georgia and Chemical Bank, as Trustee, as amended 
and supplemented, and to surrender such bonds to the Trustee in 
accordance with the sinking fund provisions. The sinking fund 
bonds are to be of the same series and identical in all respects to 
the bonds which were the subject of the Commission's order 
dated April 3, 1972 (Holding Company Act Release No. 17525) 
and are to be issued on the basis of unfunded net property addi- 
tions, thus making available for construction and other purposes 
cash which would otherwise be required to satisfy the sinking 
fund requirement or to purchase bonds for such purpose. 


The issuance of the sinking fund bonds has been authorized by 
the Georgia Public Service Commission. No other State commis- 
sion and no Federal commission, other than this Commission, has 
jurisdiction over the proposed transaction. 


Due notice of the filing of said declaration has been given in the 
manner prescribed in Rule 23 promulgated under the Act (Hold- 
ing Company Act Release No. 17883), and no hearing has been 
requested of or ordered by the Commission. 


Upon the basis of the facts in the record, it is hereby found that 
the applicable standards of the Act and the rules thereunder are 
satisfied and that no adverse findings are necessary; and that it is 
appropriate in the public interest and in the interest of investors 
and consumers that said declaration, as amended, be permitted to 
become effective: 


IT 1S ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provision of the Act 
and rules thereunder, that said declaration, as amended, be, and it 
hereby is, permitted to become effective forthwith, subject to the 
terms and conditions prescribed in Rule 24 promulgated under the 
Act. 


































For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regulation, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Rel. No. 17915/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4039 
In the Matter of 


THE SOUTHERN COMPANY 
Atlanta, Georgia 


ALABAMA POWER COMPANY 
GULF POWER COMPANY 
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
MISSISSIPP! POWER COMPANY 
(70-5261) 


SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER AUTHORIZING CAPITAL CONTRI- 
BUTIONS TO SUBSIDIARY COMPANIES BY HOLDING 
COMPANY 


The Southern Company (‘Southern’), a registered holding com- 
pany, and its four electric utility subsidiary companies, Alabama 
Power Company (“Alabama”), Georgia Power Company (‘‘Georgia”’ 
Gulf Power Company (‘’Gulf’’), and Mississippi Power Company 
(“Mississippi”), have filed a third post-effective amendment to 

their application-declaration in this proceeding pursuant to Sec- 
tions 6(a), 6(b), 7 and 12 of the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935 (“Act’’) and Rules 45 and 50 promulgated thereun- 
der regarding the following proposed transactions. 


By Order in this proceeding dated December 26, 1972 (HCAR No. 
17824), Southern and the above-named subsidiary companies were 
authorized to issue and sell short-term notes to banks and com- 
mercial paper to dealers; and Southern was authorized to invest in 
three of its electric utility subsidiary companies an aggregate 
amount of $268,800,000 in the form of capital contributions 
through March 31, 1974 as follows: Alabama $102,000,000, 
Georgia $160,500,000 and Mississippi $6,300,000. Southern now 
proposes also to make a capital contribution of $7,000,000 to 
Gulf, so that the aggregate amount of capital contributions to all 
four of its electric utility subsidiary companies will increase to 
$275,800,000. (Said Order of December 26, 1972 mistakenly 
mentioned a proposed capital contribution of $16,300,000 to 
Mississippi; the correct figure is $6,300,000 as hereinabove in- 
dicated.) 


By the same Order the applicants were authorized to file Certifi- 
cates of Notification under Rule 24 in respect of the sales of 
commercial paper on a quarterly basis. The applicants hereby re- 
quest authority to file such certificates under Rule 24 on a quar- 
terly basis also with respect to the bank loans and the proposed 
capital contributions. 


Alabama has revised the list of banks from which it proposes to 
make short-term borrowings, increasing the amounts for certain 
banks, decreasing the amount for others, deleting two banks, and 
adding seven banks. The total revised list now consists of seventy- 
two banks against the original number of sixty-seven. 


No State commission and no Federal commission, other than this 
Commission, has jurisdiction over the proposed capital contribu- 
tion to Gulf. 


Due notice of the filing of said post-effective amendment to the 
application-declaration has been given in the manner prescribed in 


) 
‘ 


Rule 23 promulgated under the Act (Holding Company Act Re- 
lease No. 17890), and no hearing has been requested of or or- 
dered by the Commission. Upon the basis of the facts in the 
record, it is hereby found that the applicable standards o/ the 
Act and the rules thereunder are satisfied and that no adverse 
Tindings are necessary; and that it is appropriate in the public in- 
terest and in the interest of investors and consumers that said ap- 
plication-declaration, as amended by said post-effective amend- 
ment, be granted and permitted to become effective: 


IT 1S ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of the 

Act and rules thereunder, that said application-declaration, as 
amended by said post-effective amendment, be, and it hereby is, 
granted and permitted to become effective forthwith, subject to 
the terms and conditions prescribed in Rule 24 promulgated un- 
der the Act, except that the time for filing the certifications there- 
under with respect to the bank loans and proposed capital contri- 
butions is extended as previously indicated. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regulation, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Rel. No. 17916/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4172 
In the Matter of 


THE CONNECTICUT LIGHT AND POWER COMPANY 
Beriin, Connecticut 
(70-5312) 


ORDER AUTHORIZING ISSUE AND SALE OF FIRST 
MORTGAGE BONDS AT COMPETITIVE BIDDING 


The Connecticut Light and Power Company (““CL&P’’), a public- 
utility subsidiary company of Northeast Utilities (“Northeast”), 

a registered holding company, has filed with this Commission a 
declaration and an amendment thereto, pursuant to Sections 6(a) 
and 7 of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (‘Act’’), 
and Rule 50 promulgated thereunder regarding the following pro- 
posed transaction. 


CL&P proposes to issue and sell, subject to the competitive bid- 
ding requirements of Rule 50 under the Act, $50,000,000 prin- 
cipal amount of % First and Refunding Mortgage Bonds, 
Series Z, due April 1, 2003. The interest rate (which shall be a 
multiple of 1/8 of 1%) and the price, exclusive of accrued interest, 
to be paid to CL&P (which shall be not less than 99% nor more 
than 102-3/4% of the principal amount thereof) will be deter- 
mined by the competitive bidding. The bonds will be issued under 
the Indenture of Mortgage and Deed of Trust dated May 1, 1921, 
between CL&P and Bankers Trust Company, Trustee, as heretofore 
supplemented and amended and as to be further supplemented by 
a Supplemental Indenture to be dated as of April 1, 1973, which 
contains a prohibition until April 1, 1978, against refunding the 
issue with the proceeds of funds borrowed at a lower effective in- 
terest cost. 





The net proceeds from the issue and sale of the bonds will be ap- 
plied toward repayment of short-term borrowings incurred in fi- 
nancing CL&P’s 1972-1973 construction program, which borrow- 
ings are expected to aggregate $95,000,000 at the time of the 
proposed sale. Northeast has made a $20,000,000 capital contri- 
bution in March, 1973, which will be used by CL&P in further 
reduction of its short-term borrowings (File No. 70-5308). CL&P’s 
construction program for 1973 is estimated at $143,000,000, and 
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it is stated that this program will require an additional 
$60,000,000 of external financing which CL&P contemplates will 
be obtained temporarily through short-term borrowings. CL&P 
anticipates a further capital contribution from Northeast, as well 
as additional long-term financing (first mortgage bonds or pre- 
ferred stock) later this year. Such additional financing will, to the 
extent necessary, be the subject of future filings with the Com- 
mission. 


The fees and expenses to be incurred by CL&P in connection 
with the proposed issue and sale of the bonds are estimated at 
$141,000, including counsel fees of $22,500 and accountant’s fees 
of $12,000. Fees and expenses of underwriters’ counsel, estimated 
at $15,000 are to be paid by the successful bidders. The issuance 
and sale of the bonds has been approved by the Connecticut Pub- 
lic Utilities Commission. No other State commission and no Fed- 
eral commission, other than this Commission, has jurisdiction over 
the proposed transaction. 


Due notice of the filing of said declaration has been given in the 
manner prescribed in Rule 23 promulgated under the Act (Hold- 
ing Company Act Release No. 17887), and no hearing has been 
requested of or ordered by the Commission. Upon the basis of the 
facts in the record, it is hereby found that the applicable stand- 
ards of the Act and the rules thereunder are satisfied and that no 
adverse findings are necessary; and that it is appropriate in the 
public interest and in the interest of investors and consumers that 
said declaration, as amended, be permitted to become effective: 


IT 1S ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of the 
Act and rules thereunder, that said declaration, as amended, be, 
and it hereby is, permitted to become effective forthwith, subject 
to the terms and conditions prescribed in Rules 24 and 50 pro- 
mulgated under the Act. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regulation, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Rel. No. 17917/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4176 
In the Matter of 


AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY 
New York, New York 10004 
(70-5305) 


ORDER AUTHORIZING ISSUE AND SALE OF COMMON 
STOCK BY HOLDING COMPANY PURSUANT TO AN UNDER- 
WRITTEN RIGHTS OFFERING 


American Electric Power Company, Inc. (““AEP*’), a registered 
holding company, has filed a declaration and amendments thereto 
with this Commission pursuant to Sections 6(a), 7, and 12(c) of 
the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 ("Act") and 
Rules 42 and 50 promulgated thereunder regarding the following 
proposed transaction. 


AEP proposes to offer up to 6,500,000 authorized but unissued 
shares of its common stock (“additional common stock’’) for 

subscription by the holders of its outstanding shares of common 
stock on the basis of one share of the additional common stock 
for each ten (10) shares of common stock held on the record 

date. The record date will be March 28, 1973, or such later date 
as AEP’s registration statement under the Securities Act of 1933 
may become effective. The subscription price, to be determined 
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by AEP’s Board of Directors at about 3:45 p.m. on the day pre- 
ceding the record date, will nct be more than the closing price of 
AEP common stock on the New York Stock Exchange on the day 
prior to the record date and not less than 90% thereof. The sub- 
scription offer will expire April 17, 1973, unless the record date 
should be later than March 28, 1973, in which event the expira- 
tion date will be specified by amendment. 


AEP further proposes to issue and sell, subject to the competitive 
bidding requirements of Rule 50 under the Act, such of the shares 
of the additional common stock as are not subscribed for pursuant 
to the subscription offer, together with any shares of common 
stock acquired by AEP pursuant to any stabilizing activities, which 
are also proposed to be effected by AEP in connection with the 
proposed transaction. The aggregate amount to be paid by AEP 
to the successful bidder or bidders for their commitments and 
obligations under the purchase contract will be determined by the 
competitive bidding procedure. The purchase contract will obligate 
the purchasers of the unsubscribed shares to make a public offer- 
ing thereof promptly after the warrant expiration date. The sta- 
bilizing transactions may be effected on the New York Stock Ex- 
change, in the over-the-counter market, or otherwise, but in no 
event will AEP acquire as a result of such transactions a net long 
position at any one time in excess of 650,000 shares of its com- 
mon stock. 


Rights to subscribe to the additional common stock will be evi- 
denced by transferable subscription warrants which will be issued 
to all record holders of AEP common stock as promptly as prac- 
ticable after the record date. No fractional shares will be issued; 
however, any holder with more than 10 shares, but not in exact 
multiples thereof, may purchase, at the subscription price, one 
extra share of additional common stock. A stockholder with less 
than 10 shares of common stock will be entitled to purchase, at 
the subscription price, one full share of additional common stock. 
In addition, each holder of a warrant or warrants who exercises 
such warrant or warrants in full will be given the privilege of sub- 
scribing, subject to allotment, at the same subscription price, for 
shares of additional unsubscribed common stock. AEP expects 
that subscription rights will be traded on the New York Stock Ex- 
change and that, in addition, rights may be bought or sold through 
banks or brokers. In addition, AEP intends to afford to holders 
of warrants the opportunity to buy or to sell rights through AEP's 
subscription agent, such agent to charge 2¢ per right for its ser- 
vices in effecting such transactions. 


No warrants will be mailed to stockholders with registered ad- 
dresses outside the United States, Canada, and Mexico. Such 
stockholders will be informed in advance by AEP of their rights. 
Any of such warrants as to which no instructions have been re- 
ceived before 11:00 a.m. on the first full business day preceding 
the expiration date of the warrants will be sold for cash, and re- 
tained for said shareholder, and within 30 days following the fifth 
anniversary of such sale pay any of the net unclaimed proceeds to 
the Comptroller of the State of New York or other appropriate 
authority pursuant to the applicable provisions of the Abandoned 
Property Law of New York. 


It is stated that the proceeds of the sale of the shares of addi- 
tional common stock and any unsubscribed shares, together with 
other funds available to AEP are to be used by AEP to pay com- 
mercial paper as it matures, for working capital, to make addi- 
tional investments in the common stock of its subsidiaries and for 
other corporate purposes. At December 31, 1972, commercial 
paper in an aggregate amount of $140,824,000 was outstanding. 


The fees and expenses to be incurred in connection with the pro- 
posed issue and sale of common stock are estimated at $623,290 
including charges of the subscription agent of $360,000 legal fees 
of $30,000, and accountant charges of $15,000. The fees of coun- 
sel for the purchasers are estimated at $18,000 and will be paid 
by the successful bidders. 
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Due notice of the filing of said declaration has been given in the 
manner prescribed in Rule 23 promulgated under the Act (Hold- 
ing Company Act Release No. 17892), and no hearing has been 
requested of or ordered by the Commission. Upon the basis of 
the facts in the record, it is hereby found that the applicable 
standards of the Act and the rules thereunder are satisfied and 
that no adverse findings are necessary; and that it is appropriate 
in the public interest and in the interest of investors and con- 
sumers that said declaration, as amended, be permitted to become 
effective: 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to the applicable provisions of the 

Act and rules thereunder, that said declaration, as amended, be, 
and it hereby is, permitted to become effective forthwith, sub- 

ject to the terms and conditions prescribed in Rules 24 and 50 
promulgated under the Act. 


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that jurisdiction be, and it hereby is, 
reserved over any fees charged for the retention of any unclaimed 
proceeds from the sale of rights. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regulation, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Rel. No. 17918/March 29, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4229 
In the Matter of 


THE COLUMBIA GAS SYSTEM, INC. 
20 Montchanin Road 
Wilmington, Delaware 19807 


COLUMBIA GAS OF WEST VIRGINIA, INC. 
COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 

COLUMBIA GAS OF VIRGINIA, INC. 

COLUMBIA GAS OF OHIO, INC. 

THE OHIO VALLEY GAS COMPANY 

COLUMBIA GAS OF PENNSYLVANIA, INC. 
COLUMBIA GAS OF NEW YORK, INC. 

COLUMBIA GAS OF MARYLAND, INC. 
COLUMBIA HYDROCARBON CORPORATION 
COLUMBIA GAS TRANSMISSION CORPORATION 
COLUMBIA LNG CORPORATION 

COLUMBIA GAS DEVELOPMENT OF CANADA, LTD. 
COLUMBIA COAL GASIFICATION CORPORATION 
(70-5322) 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED INTRASYSTEM FINANCING 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that The Columbia Gas System, 

Inc. (““Columbia’’), a registered holding company, and its above- 
named wholly-owned subsidiary companies (hereinafter referred 
to as ‘Columbia of W. Va."’, ““Columbia of Ky.”, “Columbia of 
Va."", “Columbia of Ohio”, “Ohio Valley”, “Columbia of Pa.’’, 
“Columbia Transmission”, “‘Columbia of N.Y.”, “Columbia of 
Md."’, “Hydrocarbon”, “Columbia LNG”, “Coal Gasification’, 
and “Development Canada’’) have filed an application-declaration 
with this Commission pursuant to the Public Utility Holding Com- 
pany Act of 1935 (“Act”), designating Sections 6(a), 6(b), 7, 9(a), 
10, 12(b) and 12(f) of the Act and Rules 43 and 45 promulgated 
thereunder as applicable to the proposed transactions. All inter- 
ested persons are referred to the application-declaration, which is 
summarized below, for a complete statement of the proposed 
transactions. 


The subsidiary companies propose to issue and sell, and Columbia 
Proposes to acquire, prior to April 1, 1974 (a) unsecured install- 
ment notes not in excess of the respective amounts set forth be- 
low and, (b) common stock, at the par value, in the respective 
amounts set forth below. Columbia also proposes to advance on 
open account to certain of the subsidiary companies, from time to 
time during 1973, up to the respective amounts set forth below: 





Installment 
Adi Common Stock Notes 
Columbia of W. Va. $ 4,000,000 $ 4,150,000 $ - 
Columbia of Ky. 2,400,000 - 675,000 
Columbia of Va. 600,000 ~ 500,000 
Columbia LNG ~ 9,300,000 22,950,000 
Development Ca. _ 15,000,000 - 
Hydrocarbon = = 1,500,000 
Columbia Transmission 
46,100,000 25,000,000 32,800,000 
Columbia of Ohio 26,000,000 - - 
Ohio Valley 1,100,000 - —_ 
Columbia of Pa. 4,000,000 - 4,500,000 
Columbia of N.Y. 500,000 _ - 
Columbia of Md. 300,000 - 100,000 
Coal Gasification -_ 4,000,000 
TOTAL $85,000,000 $57,450,000 $63,025,000 


The $4,150,000 equity contribution to Columbia of W. Va. in- 
cludes 88,000 shares of common stock, $25 par value, in the ag- 
gregate of $2,200,000 to finance net cash required for construc- 
tion, and a cash capital contribution in the aggregate amount of 
$1,950,000 to offset Columbia of W. Va.'s anticipated net loss 
from operations. Regarding Columbia of W. Va., Columbia also 
proposes, in addition to the advance and the common stock in- 
vestment shown in the preceding table, and the cash capital con- 
tribution of $1,950,000, (1) to forgive interest coming due and 
payable through March 31, 1974, in an amount of up to 
$1,850,000, on all of that subsidiary’s indebtedness to Columbia; 
and (2) to defer payment of installment debt maturities due from 
that subsidiary until the year following the last installment nom- 
inally due under each issue of said installment debt. The filing in 
dicates that the present proposals for financing Columbia of W. 
Va., through March 31, 1974, reflect the fact that Columbia of 
W. Va. incurred a sizable net loss in the years 1971 and 1972, 
that a further loss is estimated for 1973, and that until extra- 
ordinary cost increases can be recouped through rate increases or 
otherwise, it is anticipated that Columbia of W. Va. will continue 
to have sizable operating deficits. 


The subsidiary companies will use the proceeds from the issue 
and sale of their notes and common stock along with internally 
generated funds to finance their respective construction programs, 
which, in the aggregate, are estimated for 1973 to require net 
capital exenditures of $230,744,000. The proceeds of the open 
account advances will be used by the subsidiary companies to 
finance the purchase of Winter Service gas, current inventories and 
other short-term seasonal purposes. 


The instaliment notes will be acquired no later than March 31, 
1974, will be dated when issued, will, except in the case of 
Columbia LNG for financing the Green Springs, Ohio reform gas 
facility, in the amount of $14,260,000, will be due in ten (10) 
equal annual installments on April 1st of each of the years 1975 
to 1984, inclusive. Columbia LNG Installment Notes for the Cove 
Point, Maryland storage and regasification facility, in the amount 
of $8,690,000, will be due in twenty (20) equal annual install- 
ments on October 1st of each of the years 1977 to 1996, inclu- 
sive. Interest on all of the notes will accrue from the date of issue 
and is to be paid semi-annually on the unpaid principal balance. 
The interest rate will be the actual cost of money to Columbia 
with respect to its last sale of debentures prior to the issuance of 
said notes, decreased by an amount necessary in order that the 
interest rate be a multiple of 1/10th of 1%. 
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The proposed open account advances will be made by Columbia 
from time to time during 1973 and will be paid by the subsidiary 
companies in three equal installments on February 28, March 29, 
and April 30, 1974. The open account advances will initially bear 
interest at the prime commercial bank rate in effect from time to 
time at Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York. The in- 
terest charges will be adjusted, after the storage financing period, 
to the effective interest cost Columbia achieves on its short-term 
borrowing for this purpose. 


The expenses to be paid by Columbia and by the subsidiary com- 
panies in connection with the proposed transactions are estimated 
at $5,700, including legal fee of $600. 


The application-declaration states that the following State com- 
missions have jurisdiction over certain of the proposed transac- 
tions: The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, the Public 
Service Commission of West Virginia, Commonwealth of Virginia 
State Corporation Commission and the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission. !t is also stated that the orders of said commissions 
will be filed with this Commission by amendment. No other State 
commission and no Federal commission, other than this Commis- 
sion, is stated to have jurisdiction over the proposed transactions. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person may, 
not later than April 25, 1973, request in writing that a hearing be 
held on such matter, stating the nature of his interest, the reasons 
for such request, and the issues of fact or law raised by the filing 
which he desires to controvert; or he may request that he be noti- 
fied if the Commission should order a hearing thereon. Any such 
request should be addressed: Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549. A copy of such request 
should be served personally or by mail (air mail if the person be- 
ing served is located more than 500 miles from the point of mail- 
ing) upon the applicants-declarants at the above-stated address, 
and proof of service (by affidavit or, in case of an attorney-at-law, 
by certificate) should be filed with the request. At any time after 
said date, the application-declaration, as amended or as it may be 
further amended, may be granted and permitted to become effec- 
tive as provided in Rule 23 of the Generali Rules and Regulations 
promulgated under the Act, or the Commission may grant such 
other action as it may deem appropriate. Persons who request a 
hearing or advice as to whether a hearing is ordered will receive 
notice of further developments in this matter, including the date 
of the hearing (if ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regulation, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1935 
Rel. No. 17919/March 29, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4039 
In the Matter of 


THE SOUTHERN COMPANY 
P.O. Box 720071 
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 


ALABAMA POWER COMPANY 
GULF POWER COMPANY 
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
MISSISSIPPI! POWER COMPANY 
(70-5261) 


NOTICE OF POST-EFFECTIVE AMENDMENT REGARDING 
ISSUE AND SALE OF NOTES TO BANKS AND TO DEALERS 
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IN COMMERCIAL PAPER BY HOLDING COMPANY AND Two 
SUBSIDIARY COMPANIES AND ARRANGEMENTS OF Sup. 
PLEMENTAL INTERIM LINES OF CREDIT IN CONNECTION 
THEREWITH 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that The Southern Company 
(“Southern”), a registered holding company, and two of its elec- 
tric utility subsidiary companies, Alabama Power Company ("‘Ala- 
bama’’) and Georgia Power Company (“Georgia’’) have filed with 
this Commission a fourth post-effective amendment to their appli- 
cation-declaration in this proceeding pursuant to Sections 6(a), 
6(b), 7 and 12 of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 
1935 ("Act") and Rules 45 and 50 promulgated thereunder as 
applicable to the proposed transactions. All interested persons are 
referred to the application-declaration as so amended, which is 
summarized below, for a complete statement of the proposed 
transactions. 


By Order dated December 26, 1972 (Holding Company Act Re- 
lease No. 17824) the Commission, among other things, authorized 
Southern, Georgia and Alabama to issue and sell unsecured notes 
to banks and/or commercial paper to dealers from time to time 


through March 31, 1974, up to an aggregate principal amount out- 


standing at any one time of $130,000,000, $160,000,000 and 
$65,000,000, respectively. These companies now propose to in- 
crease the amount of bank notes and/or commercial paper which 
may be outstanding at any one time to $175,000,000, 
$300,000,000 and $130,000,000 for Southern, Georgia and Ala- 
bama, respectively. 


Alabama states that it proposes maximum aggregate borrowings of 
$200,000,000 after the filing of a post-effective amendment set- 
ting forth such increment over its present authorization and upon 
the issuance of a further order of the Commission granting and 
permitting such post-effective amendment to become effective. In 
all other respects the transactions as heretofore authorized in the 
above-mentioned Commission Order remain unchanged. 


Applicants state that in addition to the existing lines of credit 


totalling $60,000,000 with New York City banks to provide back- 


up for the previously authorized sums, arrangements have been 
made with five New York City banks for supplemental interim 
lines of credit (“Supplemental Interim Lines of Credit’’) to be 
available to the applicants for the sole purpose of providing back- 
up for the payment of outstanding commercial paper during the 
period of estimated peak borrowing. No deposit balances are to 
be required in respect of the Supplemental Interim Lines of 
Credit, but in lieu thereof each bank will charge a fee. The fees 
will range from a minimum of .50 of 1% per annum to a maxi- 
mum of .63 of 1% per annum based on the current prevailing 
prime rate of 6.50%. Should the prevailing prime rate increase by 
1% the maximum fee would increase to .73 of 1%. Under the ar- 
rangements, interest rates on borrowings under the Supplemental 
Interim Lines of Credit will vary depending on the prevailing 
prime rate and its relationship to the prevailing interest rate on 
dealer placed commercial paper with 90-119 day maturities as 
published weekly by the Federal Reserve. The minimum interest 
rate on such borrowings would be 108% of the prime rate in ef- 
fect at the lending bank (7.02% per annum based on a prime rate 
of 6.50%) and the maximum would be the greater of a rate per 
annum equal to 1% over the prime rate of the lending bank or 
1-1/2% over the commercial paper rate referred to above (or 
based on the current prevailing prime rate and commercial paper 
quotations, a maximum of 8.38%). 


The banks with which Supplemental Interim Lines of Credit have 
been arranged and the maximum principal amount of the lines 
with each are as follows: 


Bankers Trust Company $20,000,000 
Chemical Bank 20,000,000 
First National City Bank 20,000,000 
Irving Trust Company 10,000,000 
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Morgan Guaranty Trust 
Company of New York 10,000,006 


Total $80,000,000 

It is stated that no State commission and no Federal commission, 
other than this Commission, has jurisdiction over the proposed 
transactions. A statement of the fees and expenses to be incurred 
by the proposed transactions will be supplied by amendment. 


Applicants request authority to file certificates of notification 
under Rule 24 in respect of sales of their proposed commercial 
paper notes within 30 days after the end of each calendar quarter. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person may, 
not later than April 25, 1973 request in writing that a hearing be 
held on such matter, stating the nature of his interest, the reasons 
for such request, and the issues of fact or law raised by said 
fourth post-effective amendment to the application-declaration 
which he desires to controvert; or he may request that he be noti- 
fied if the Commission should order a hearing thereon. Any such 
request should be addressed: Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549. A copy of such request 
should be served personally or by mail (air mail if the person be- 
ing served is located more than 500 miles from the point of mail- 
ing) upon the applicants-declarants at the above-stated address, 
and proof of service (by affidavit or, in case of an attorney-at-law, 
by certificate) should be filed with the request. At any time after 
said date, the application-declaration, as now amended or as it may 
be further amended, may be granted and permitted to become ef- 
fective as provided in Rule 23 of The General Rules and Regula- 
tions promulgated under the Act, or the Commission may grant 
exemption from such rules as provided in Rules 20(a) and 100 
thereof or take such other action as it may deem appropriate. 
Persons who request a hearing or advice as to whether a hearing 

is ordered will receive notice of further developments in this 
matter, including the date of the hearing (if ordered) and any 
postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Corporate Regulation, 
pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 
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INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7735/March 26, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4220 
In the Matter of 


MASSMUTUAL INCOME INVESTORS, INC. 
1295 State Street 

Springfield, Massachusetts 01111 

(812-3406) 


NOTICE OF FILING OF APPLICATION FOR ORDER PUR- 
SUANT TO SECTION 6(c) OF THE ACT FOR EXEMPTION 
FROM SECTION 2(a)(19) 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that MassMutual Income Investors, 
Inc. (the “Fund"’), a closed-end, diversified management invest- 
ment company registered under the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (the ‘‘Act’’), has filed an application for an order of the 
Commission pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act declaring that 






Howard Weaver McCall, Jr., a director of the Fund, shall not be 
considered an “interested person” (as defined in Section 2(a)(19) 
of the Act) of the Fund solely by reason of the fact that Mr. 
McCall is a director of the Mutual Life Insurance Company of 
New York (“MONY”’). All interested persons are referred to the 
application on file with the Commission for a statement of the 
representations made therein, which are summarized below. 


Mr. McCall is a director of MONY, a New York mutual life in- 
surance company which is principally engaged in the business of 
selling life insurance, health insurance, retirement plans for in- 
dividuals and employee groups and variable annuities and acting 
as investment adviser to MONY Mortgage Investors, a real estate 
investment trust. Solely because it sells variable annuity contracts, 
including contracts for funding HR-10 plans, MONY has regis- 
tered as a broker-dealer under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. MONY does not otherwise act as a broker-dealer. Through 
its subsidiary, MONY Sales, Inc. (““MONY Sales’), MONY distri- 
butes to the public shares of The Mony Fund, Inc. (“MONY 
Fund”). Solely because it distributes shares of MONY Fund, in- 
cluding shares for funding HR-10 plans, MONY Sales has regis- 
tered as a broker-dealer under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. MONY Sales does not otherwise, directly or indirectly, act 
as a broker-dealer. The Fund represents that neither MONY nor 
MONY Sales has ever engaged in securities transactions on behalf 
of the Fund. Furthermore, the Fund has undertaken that, so long 
as Mr. McCall remains one of its directors, the Fund will not 
knowingly purchase any securities from or through, or sell any 
securities to or through, MONY or any subsidiary of MONY. 


Mr. McCall in no way participates in the day-to-day operations of 
MONY or MONY Sales and is neither a director nor an officer of 
MONY Sales. 


Section 2(a)(19) of the Act defines an “interested person” of any 
investment company to include, among others, any broker or 
dealef registered under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, or 
any affiliated person of such a broker or dealer. Section 2(a)(3) 
of the Act defines an affiliated person of another person to in- 
clude any director of another person. 


Because Mr. McCall is a director of MONY, he is an affiliated per- 
son of a registered broker-dealer and an affiliated person of an 
affiliated person of a registered broker-dealer, MONY Sales. Ac- 
cordingly, he may be deemed to be an “‘interested person” of the 
Fund. 


Section 6(c) of the Act provides that the Commission, by order 
upon application, may conditionally or unconditionally exempt 
any person from any provision of the Act if such exemption is 
necessary or appropriate in the public interest and consistent with 
the protection of investors and the purposes fairly intended by 
the policy and provisions of the Act. 


Applicant contends that Mr. McCall should not be deemed an 
“interested person” of the Fund because his affiliation with 
MONY does not affect, and will not impair, his independence in 
acting on behalf of the Fund and its shareholders, and the re- 
quested exemption is therefore consistent with the protection of 
investors and the purposes fairly intended by the policy and pro- 
visions of the Act. 


NOTICE !S FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person may, 
not later than April 19, 1973, submit to the Commission in writ- 
ing a request for a hearing on the matter accompanied by a state- 
ment as to the nature of his interest, the reason for such request 
and the issues of fact or law proposed to be controverted, or he 
may request that he be notified if the Commission shall order a 
Hearing thereon. Any such communication should be addressed: 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.C. 
20549. A copy of such request shall be served personally or by 
mail (air mail if the person being served is located more than 500 
miles from the point of mailing) upon the Fund at the address 
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stated above. Proof of such service (by affidavit, or in case of an 
attorney-at-law, by certificate) shall be filed contemporaneously 
with the request. At any time after said date, as provided by 
Rule 0-5 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the 
Act, an order disposing of the application herein may be issued 
by the Commission upon the basis of the information stated in 
said application, unless an order for hearing upon said application 
shall be issued upon request or upon the Commission's own mo- 
tion. Persons who request a hearing, or advice as to whether a 
hearing is ordered, will receive notice of further developments in 
this matter, including the date of the hearing (if ordered) and any 
postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7736/Marci 27, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4226 
In the Matter of 


THE NORTHWESTERN MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY 


and 


NML VARIABLE ANNUITY ACCOUNT B 
720 East Wisconsin Avenue 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202 

(812-3413) 


NOTICE OF APPLICATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 6(c) 
FOR EXEMPTION FROM THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 22(d) 
OF THE ACT 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that The Northwestern Mutual Life 
Insurance Company (‘Northwestern Mutual”), a mutual life in- 
surance company organized in 1857 by a special statute of the 
legislature of the State of Wisconsin, and NML Variable Annuity 
Account B (“Account B"’), a unit investment trust registered un- 
der the Investment Company Act of 1940 (‘‘Act”’) (hereinafter 
collectively called “ Applicants”), have filed an application pur- 
suant to Section 6(c) of the Act for an order of exemption to the 
extent noted below from the provisions of Section 22(d) of the 
Act. All interested persons are referred to the application on file 
with the Commission for a statement of the representations there- 
in which are summarized below. 


Account B was established by Northwestern Mutual in connection 
with the sale of certain “qualified” variable annuity contracts 

(the ‘‘Contracts”’). The Contracts are designed to provide retire- 
ment annuity benefits for employees of public educational institu- 
tions and of organizations exempt from tax under Section 501(c) 
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, as tax 
deferred annuity contracts pursuant to the provisions of Section 
403(b) of the Code. 


Under the Contracts a purchaser makes a number of payments 
until a maturity date selected by ihe purchaser. These payments 
(net of various deductions) are allocated to Account B, which in- 
vests in shares of NML Fund, Inc. (‘‘Fund’’), a Maryland corpora- 
tion, and an open-end, diversified management investment com- 
pany registered under the Act. The value of a Contract before the 
maturity date will fluctuate with the fluctuations in value of the 
shares of the Fund. After the maturity date the Contracts pro- 
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vide lifetime annuity payments, either variable or fixed, or other 
settlement options. 


Section 22(d) of the Act, in relevant part, provides that no regis- 
tered investment company shall sell any redeemable security issued 
by it to any person except at a current offering price described in 
the prospectus. From each payment made under the Contracts 
Northwestern Mutual makes a deduction of 50 cents per payment 
(but not in excess of 1 percent) plus the following graded per- 
centage charge based on total payments received during each con- 
tract year (a 12-month period beginning with the contract date 
or anniversary thereof): 8 percent on the first $5,000; 4 percent 
On the next $20,000; 2 percent on the next $75,000; and 1 per- 
cent on amounts exceeding $100,000. 


Applicants were previously granted an exemption from Section 
22(d) to permit a reduced deduction of 1% plus $50 in lieu of 
the graded deduction described above on amounts derived from 
the value of other tax-qualified insurance policies or fixed annuity 
contracts previously issued by Northwestern Mutual and exchanged 
for an Immediate Contract. Applicants now propose to extend this 
exemption to amounts exchanged for a Deferred Contract. The 
exemption previously granted is limited to Immediate Contracts. 


The Applicants state that the considerations which justify the re- 
duced load are the same for both Deferred and Immediate Con- 
tracts and the reduced deduction on amounts transferred from 
other Northwestern Mutual insurance policies or fixed annuity 
contracts appropriately recognizes that sales charges have previous- 
ly been charged against the amounts already paid on such other 
policies or contracts. The Applicants further state that the purpose 
of the reduced sales charge in such situations is to avoid cumula- 
tive sales charges and is in the best interests of investars and the 
public. 


Section 6(c) provides that the Commission, by order upon applica- 
tion, may conditionally or unconditionally exempt any persons or 
transactions from any provision or provisions of the Act, if and to 
the extent that such exemption is necessary or appropriate in the 
public interest and consistent with the protection of investors and 
the purposes fairly intended by the policy and provisions of the 
Act. 


NOTICE !S FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person may, 
not later than April 19, 1973, at 5:30 P.M., submit to the Com- 
mission in writing a request for a hearing on the matter accom- 
panied by a statement as to the nature of his interest, the reason 
for such request and the issues, if any, of fact or law proposed to 
be controverted, or he may request that he be notified if the 
Commission shall order a hearing thereon. Any such communica- 
tion should be addressed: Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549. A copy of such request 
shall be served personally or by mail (air mail if the person being 
served is located more than 500 miles from the point of mailing) 
upon Applicants at the address stated above. Proof of such ser- 
vice by affidavit (or in case of an attorney-at-law by certificate) 
shall be filed contemporaneously with the request. At any time 
after said date, as provided by Rule 0-5 of the rules and regula- 
tions promulgated under the Act, an order disposing of the appli- 
cation herein may be issued by the Commission upon the basis of 
the information stated in said application, unless an order for 
hearing upon said application shall be issued upon request or upon 
the Commission’s own motion. Persons who request a hearing, or 
advice as to whether a hearing is ordered, will receive notice of 
further developments in the matter including the date of the hear- 
ing (if ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


For the Commission by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 











INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7737/March 27, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4180 
in the Matter of 


MASSACHUSETTS INCOME DEVELOPMENT FUND, INC. 
200 Berkeley Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02116 

(812-3372) 


ORDER EXEMPTING FROM SECTION 22(d) A SALE BY AN 
OPEN-END COMPANY OF ITS SECURITIES AT OTHER THAN 
THE PUBLIC OFFERING PRICE 


Massachusetts Income Development Fund, Inc. (“Applicant”), a 
Massachusetts corporation registered under the Investment Com- 
pany Act of 1940 (‘‘Act’’) as a diversified, open-end management 
investment company, has filed an application pursuant to Section 
6(c) of the Act requesting an order of the Commission exempting 
from the provisions of Section 22(d) of the Act a transaction in 
which Applicant's redeemable securities will be issued without 
any sales charge in exchange for substantially all of the assets of 
Ridgewood Investment Company (‘’Ridgewood"’). 


The Commission on February 28, 1973, issued a notice of filing 

of said application (Investment Company Act Release No. 7696). 
The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application might 
be issued upon the basis of the information stated therein unless 

a hearing should be ordered. No such request has been filed and 
the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found that the granting 
of the requested exemption is necessary or appropriate in the pub 
lic interest and consistent with the protection of investors and the 
purposes fairly intended by the policy and provisions of the Act. 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act, that the 
application for exemption from the provisions of Section 22(d) 
of the Act be, and hereby is, granted, effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7738/March 28, 1973 


NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COMMENT ON PRO- 
POSAL TO AMEND RULE 134 RELATING TO INVESTMENT 
COMPANY ADVERTISING AND PROPOSED RULE 425 B 


See Securities Act Release No. 5379/March 28, 1973. 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7739/March 28, 1973 


NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COMMENT ON PRO- 
POSAL TO AMEND RULE 22d-1 UNDER THE INVESTMENT 
COMPANY ACT OF 1940 

File No. S7-467 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Securities and Exchange 
Commission has extended the period for comment on the pro- 


posed amendment to Rule 22d-1 [17 CFR 270.22d-1] from 
March 30, 1973 until April 20, 1973. The proposal was published 
on December 21, 1972 in Investment Company Act Release No. 
7571 and in the Federal Register issue of January 11, 1973 [38 
FR 1284]. The proposed amendment would permit quantity dis- 
counts for certain group purchases of redeemable securities issued 
by investment companies. Written views and comments should be 
addressed to Ronald F. Hunt, Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549 on or before April 20, 1973. 
All such communications will be considered available for public 
inspection. 


By the Commission. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7740/March 27, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4201 
In the Matter of 


LEHMAN BROTHERS INCORPORATED 
One William Street 

New York, New York 10004 

(812-3407) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 6(c) GRANTING EXEMP- 
TION FROM SECTION 30(f) OF THE ACT 


Lehman Brothers Incorporated (‘‘Applicant’’), on behalf of itsélf, 
the other Representatives (comprised of DuPont Glore Forgan 
incorporated, Walston & Co., Inc., Crowell, Weeden & Co., 
Mitchum, Jones & Templeton, Incorporated, Rauscher Pierce Se- 
curities Corporation, Stern, Frank, Meyer & Fox, Incorporated 
and Sutro & Co., Incorporated) and all other persons who will be 
underwriters (‘‘Underwriters’’) of a proposed offering of shares of 
Current Income Shares, Inc. (‘Corporation’), a closed-end man- 
agement investment company registered under the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 ("‘Act’’), has filed an application pursuant 
to Section 6(c) of the Act for an order of the Commission ex- 
empting Applicant, the other Representatives and the Underwriters 
from Section 30(f) of the Act in respect of their transactions in- 
cidental to the distribution of the Corporation's shares. 


The Commission on March 9, 1973, issued a notice of filing of 
said application (Investment Company Act Release No. 7717). The 
notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a hearing 
and stated that an order disposing of the application might be 
issued upon the basis of the information stated therein unless a 
hearing should be ordered. No such request has been filed and 

the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found that the granting 
of the requested exemption is appropriate in the public interest 
and consistent with the protection of investors and the purposes 
fairly intended by the policy and provisions of the Act. 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 6(c) of the Act, that the 
application for exemption from Section 30(f) be, and hereby is, 
granted, effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 
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INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7741/March 27, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4181 





In the Matter of 


CNA-LARWIN INVESTMENT COMPANY 
9100 Wilshire Boulevard 
Beverly Hills, California 90212 


and 


CNA FINANCIAL CORPORATION 
310 South Michigan Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

(812-3375) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 17(b) AND SECTION 17(d) 
OF THE ACT AND RULE 17d-1 THEREUNDER 


On February 28, 1973, a notice was issued (Investment Company 
Act Release No. 7702) of an application filed by CNA-Larwin In- 
vestment Company (‘‘Fund’’) and CNA Financial Corporation 
(“CNA”) for an order pursuant to Section 17(d) of the Invest- 
ment Company Act of 1940 (the “‘Act’”’), and Rule 17d-1 there- 
under permitting a proposed arrangement, and, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 17(b) of the Act, exempting a proposed transaction from the 
provisions of Section 17(a) of the Act. 


The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued on the basis of the information stated therein. 
No request for a hearing has been filed, and the Commission has 
not ordered a hearing. 


The matter has been considered and it has been found, on the 
basis of the information stated in the application, that the terms 
of the proposed transaction, including the consideration to be 
paid and received, are reasonable and fair and do not involve over- 
reaching on the part of any person concerned; that the transac- 
tion is consistent with the policy of Fund and with the policies, 
Purposes and provisions of the Act; and that the participation of 
Fund in the arrangement is not on a basis less advantageous to it 
than the participation of any other participant is to such partici- 
pant. Accordingly, 


IT 1S ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17(d) of the Act and Rule 
17d-1 thereunder, that the application for an order permitting the 
arrangement between the Fund and CNA concerning the purchase 
by the Fund from CNA, pursuant to an option given the Fund by 
CNA, of certain securities acquired by CNA in furtherance of its 
agreement to sell such securities to the Fund be, and hereby is, 
permitted, and 


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17(b) of the 
Act, that the sale by CNA to the Fund of such securities be, and 
hereby is, exempted from the provisions of Section 17(a) of the 
Act, 


SUBJECT, HOWEVER, TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 


(1) Fund will file with the Commission within 15 days after 
the exercise of the option, if exercised, a copy of all records with 
respect to the option and the subject bonds required to be kept 
pursuant to Rule 31a-1(b)(10) and Rule 31a-1(b)(11) under the 
Act, and 


(2) Fund will not exercise its option with respect to any bond 
if, at the time of the exercise, the option price is greater than the 
market price plus commission. 
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For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7742/March 28, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4127 
In the Matter of 


FUNDAMATIC INVESTORS, INC. 
c/o Sidney R. Pine 

Valicenti Leighton Reid & Pine 
437 Madison Avenue 

New York, New York 10022 
(812-3324) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 22(e)(3) OF THE ACT 


On February 27, 1973 notice was issued of the filing of an appli- 
cation by Fundamatic Investors, Inc. (““Applicant’’), a diversified, 
open-end management investment company registered under the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 (the “Act’’), for an order of 
the Commission permitting Applicant to suspend redemption of 
its outstanding redeemable securities. The notice (Investment Com- 
pany Act Release No. 7292), which included an order permitting 
suspension of redemption until further order of the Commission, 
gave interested persons an opportunity to request a hearing and 
stated that an order disposing of the application might be issued 
upon the basis of the information stated therein unless a hearing 
should be ordered. No request for a hearing has been filed and 
the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 


The matter has been considered and it has been found that the 

suspension of the right of redemption of Applicant’s redeemable 
securities and postponement of the date of payment or satisfac- 
tion upon redemption of any redeemable security of Applicant 

are necessary for the protection of the security holders of Appli- 
cant. Accordingly, 


IT iS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 22(e)(3) of the Act, that 
Applicant be, and hereby is, permitted (1) to suspend the right of 
redemption of its outstanding redeemable securities, and (2) to 
suspend payment for shares which have been submitted for re- 
demption but for which payment has not been made, until either 
10 days after the date Applicant gives notice to the Commission of 
an intention to resume redemptions and payments therefor, or 60 
days from the date of this order or such later time as the Com- 
mission may by order determine upon an application filed in 
good faith by the Applicant which demonstrates the necessity for 
continued suspension of the right of redemption. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7743/March 28, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4179 
In the Matter of 


INVESTORS DIVERSIFIED SERVICES, INC. 
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and 


INVESTORS SYNDICATE OF AMERICA, INC. 
IDS Tower 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 

(812-3364) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 17(b) OF THE ACT EXEMPT- 
ING PROPOSED TRANSACTION FROM THE PROVISIONS OF 
SECTION 17(a) OF THE ACT. 


Investors Diversified Services, Inc. (‘IDS’), and its wholly-owned 
subsidiary, Investors Syndicate of America, Inc. (‘ISA’), which is 
registered under the Investment Company Act of 1940 (the “Act’’) 
as a face-amount certificate company, have filed an application 
pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act for an order of the Commis- 
sion exempting from the provisions of Section 17(a) of the Act 

the sale by IDS to ISA of certain non-insured home improvement 
loans in exchange for cash. 


The Commission on February 28, 1973, issued a notice of filing 
of said application (Investment Company Act Release No. 7695). 
The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued upon the basis of the information stated therein 
unless a hearing should be ordered. No request for a hearing has 
been filed and the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 


The matter having been considered, it is found, on the basis of 
the information stated in the application, that the terms of the 
proposed transaction, including the consideration to be paid or 
received, are reasonable and fair and do not involve overreaching 
on the part of any person concerned and that the transaction is 
consistent with the policy of ISA and with the general purposes 
of the Act. 


IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act, that the 
proposed transaction be, and hereby is, exempt from the provi- 
sions of Section 17(a) of the Act, effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7744/March 30, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4230 
In the Matter of 


FUND MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 
1900 Avenue of the Stars 

Suite 2400 

Los Angeles, California 90067 

(812-3352) 


NOTICE OF FILING OF APPLICATION FOR ORDER PUR- 
SUANT TO SECTION 6(c) OF THE ACT FOR EXEMPTION 
FROM CERTAIN REQUIREMENT OF SECTION 15(a) 


NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN that Fund Management Corpora- 
tion (“ Applicant’), investment adviser to New America Fund, Inc. 
(“Fund”), a closed-end, diversified, management investment com- 
pany registered under the Investment Company Act of 1940 
(“Act”), has filed an application pursuant to Section 6(c) of the 
Act for an order exempting Applicant from the requirement of 
Section 15(a) of the Act prohibiting a person from serving as in- 
vestment adviser to an investment company registered under the 


Act pursuant to a written contract not approved by a majority 
vote (as defined in the Act) of the outstanding voting securities 
of the investment company. All interested persons are referred to 
the application, as amended, on file with the Commission for a 
statement of the representations made therein, which are sum- 
marized below. 


Applicant acts as investment adviser to the Fund pursuant to an 
investment advisory and management contract (the “Advisory Con- 
tract’) which was approved for additional one year periods in 
November, 1971, and November, 1972 (subject in the latter case 
to any earlier submission of a new or amended advisory contract 
to the Fund's stockholders) by the directors of the Fund in per- 
son at a meeting called for the purpose of voting on such approv- 
al, including a majority of such directors not parties to the Ad- 
visory Contract or “interested persons” (as defined in the Act) of 
any such party. At all times relevant to the Application, in excess 
of 95% of the outstanding stock of Applicant was and remains 
owned by Caicap Financial Corporation (‘CFC’). On October 15, 
1971, the date of the Fund's proxy statement relating to its 
Annual Meeting of Stockholders subsequently held on December 
16, 1971, there were 423,700 shares of CFC common stock out- 
standing and the only persons owning in excess of 5% of such 
shares were Donald |. Reifler, 166,100 shares (39.20%); G. Mer- 
rill Bothamley, 166,100 shares (39.20%); and Gerald L. Salzman, 
44,300 shares (10.46%). Messrs. Bothamley and Salzman were at 
October 15, 1971, and presently are, officers and/or directors of 
the Fund, Applicant, and CFC. Mr. Reifler was also an officer 
and/or director of the Fund, Applicant, and CFC until December 
18, 1972, at which time he resigned from all positions with such 
corporations and any affiliated corporations. 


Described below are material transactions in the common stock of 
CFC which have occurred subsequent to October 15, 1971. All 
information concerning CFC common stock reflects a 1,000-for-1 
stock split effected in April, 1972. 


(1) In January, 1972, CFC acquired a business and in connec- 
tion therewith issued 42,497 shares of CFC common stock, 
26,102 of which shares were received by Robert S. Jepson, Jr., 
presently an officer and director of CFC and other subsidiaries of 
CFC and a director of Applicant. 


(2) In August, 1972, Mr. Jepson acquired 73,322 shares of 
common stock from CFC for an aggregate consideration of 
$58,156 evidenced by a promissory note. 


(3) Applicant is advised that in approximately August, 1972, 
a final divorce decree was entered ordering, among other things, 
Mr. Reifler to transfer 50% of his CFC shares (83,050 shares) to 
his former wife. 


(4) On December 1, 1972, CFC sold 166,100 shares of com- 
mon stock to Michael Coen for $220,000. 


(5) On December 18, 1972, Mr. Jepson acquired 83,050 shares 
of CFC common stock from Mr. Reifler for $30,000. On that 
same date Mr. Riefler transferred his remaining 83,050 shares to 
his former wife. 


(6) On December 18, 1972, Mr. Jepson sold 8,207 shares of 
CFC common stock to each of Mr. Salzman and Ben Murillo, Jr., 
in each case for $1,642 cash. At that time Mr. Murillo was an 
officer of che Fund, Applicant and CFC. Subsequent thereto Mr. 
Murillo resigned as an officer of the Fund and Applicant. 


The outstanding common stock of CFC is presently owned as 
follows: 


Name No. of Shares Percent 
G. Merrill Bothamley 166,100 25.04 
Robert S. Jepson, Jr. 166,100 25.04 
Michael Coen 166,100 25.04 
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Lisette L. Reifler 83,050 12.52 
Gerald L. Salzman 52,507 7.91 
Ben Murillo, Jr. 8,207 1.24 
Maxwell Gluck 5,000 75 
Former CCM Shareholders 16,355 2.46 

TOTAL 663,419 100.00 


In addition, pursuant to an agreement entered into in November, 
1972, CFC granted to Mr. Murillo in January, 1973, an option to 
purchase 64,848 shares of common stock for $46,259, which op- 
tion is exercisable at any time until May 31, 1973. Although no 
negotiations have been entered into to date, it is considered likely 
that CFC and/or existing shareholders of CFC may purchase the 
83,050 shares of CFC received by Lisette Reifler on December 18, 
1972. 


Applicant requests an exemptive order pursuant to Section 6(c) of 
the Act to the effect that if the transactions in the securities of 
CFC subsequent to October 15, 1971, or any of them, may be 
deemed to constitute an “assignment” of the Advisory Contract 
within the meaning of Section 2(a)(4) of the Act, Applicant may 
continue to serve as investment adviser to the Fund pursuant to 
the Advisory Contract notwithstanding that such Advisory Con- 
tract following such “‘assignment’’ would not have been approved 
by the vote of a majority (as defined in the Act) of the outstand- 
ing voting securities of the Fund, subject to the conditions that 
(i) Applicant use its best efforts to cause the Fund to hold its 
annual meeting of stockholders as soon as practicable (preliminary 
proxy materials pertaining to such meeting having been filed with 
the Commission on January 18, 1973), at which meeting stock- 
holder approval of a new investment advisory contract between 
the Fund and Applicant will be requested; (ii) from December 18, 
1972, to and through the close of business on the date of said 
annual meeting of stockholders of the Fund, Applicant fulfill its 
obligations to the Fund under the Advisory Contract at the lower 
of (a) Applicant's cost to fulfill such obligations (which shall be 
deemed to include its obligation to bear certain expenses of the 
Fund as set forth in the Advisory Contract) or (b) the fee payable 
to Applicant by the Fund (1% of the average annual net assets, 
payable quarterly); and (iii) the right of FMC to retain the amount 
received by it from the Fund in accordance with and during the 
period referred to in the preceding condition (ii) shall be subject 
to stockholder ratification of such retention by FMC at the forth- 
coming annual meeting of Fund stockholders and if the retention 
of such amount by FMC is not ratified by the vote of a majority 
(as defined in the Act) of the outstanding voting securities of the 
Fund, FMC shall immediately pay such amount to the Fund. Be- 
cause Applicant’s costs to perform its obligations under the Ad- 
visory Contract exceed the fee paid Applicant thereunder, satis- 
faction of condition (ii) above by Applicant has not and will not 
result in any greater or lesser cost to the Fund through the date 
of said annual meeting. 


Applicant states that it does not concede that an “assignment” of 
the Advisory Contract has necessarily occurred. However, because 
of uncertainties with respect to the scope of the definition of 
“assignment” in Section 2(a)(4) of the Act, Applicant believes the 
issuance of the requested exemptive order would be consistent 
with the public interest and the protection of investors by enabling 
Applicant to continue to fulfill its obligations to the Fund under 
the Advisory Contract, as desired by the Fund, without any addi- 
tional cost to the stockholders of the Fund.° 


Section 6(c) of the Act provides that the Commission, by order 
upon application, may conditionally or unconditionally exempt 
any person from any provision of the Act if and to the extent 
that such exemption is necessary or appropriate in the public in- 
terest and consistent with the protection of investors and the pur- 
poses fairly intended by the policy and provisions of the Act. 


NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that any interested person may, 
not later than April 19, 1973, at 5:30 p.m., submit to the Com- 
mission in writing a request for a hearing on the matter accom- 
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panied by a statement as to the nature of his interest, the reason 
for such request and the issues, if any, of fact or law proposed to 
be controverted, or he may request that he be notified if the 
Commission should order a hearing thereon. Any such communi- 
cation should be addressed: Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20549. A copy of such request 
shall be served personally or by mail (air mail if the person being 
served is located more than 500 miles from the point of mailing) 
upon Applicant at the address stated above. Proof of such service, 
by affidavit (or, in the case of an attorney-at-law, by certificate), 
shall be filed contemporaneously with the request. At any time 
after said date, as provided by Rule 0-5 of the Rules and Regula- 
tions promulgated under the Act, an order disposing of the matter 
herein may be issued by the Commission upon the basis of the 
information stated in the Application, unless an order for hearing 
upon said proposal shall be issued upon request or upon the Com- 
mission’s own motion. Persons who request a hearing or advice as 
to whether a hearing is ordered, will receive notice of further 
developments in this matter, including the date of the hearing (if 
ordered) and any postponements thereof. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7745/March 29, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4192 
In the Matter of 


MC! COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
1150 Seventeenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 


and 


BAKER, FENTRESS & COMPANY 
208 South LaSalle Street 

Chicago, !Ilinois 60604 

(812-3203) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 17(b) OF THE ACT EX- 
EMPTING PROPOSED TRANSACTION FROM THE PROVI- 
SIONS OF SECTION 17(a) OF THE ACT 


MCI Communications Corporation (‘‘Micom’’), Delaware corpora- 
tion, and Baker, Fentress & Company (“B-F"’), a non-diversified, 
closed-end management investment company registered under the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 ("’Act’’), have filed an applica- 
tion pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act for an order of the 
Commission exempting from the provisions of Section 17(a) of 
the Act a proposed transaction whereby B-F would transfer to 
Micom, stock held by B-F in certain Micom affiliates, together 
with options to purchase additional stock in such affiliates, and 
commit itself to make certain loans to Micom, in exchange for 
shares of Micom stock, a warrant to purchase additional Micom 
stock, and the assumption by Micom of certain loan obligations 
of B-F. 


The Commission on March 5, 1973, issued a notice of the filing 
of said application (Investment Company Act Release No. 7707). 
The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued upon the basis of the information stated therein 
unless a hearing should be ordered. No request for a hearing has 
been filed and the Commission has not ordered a hearing. 
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The matter having been considered, it is found, on the basis of 
the information stated in the application, that the terms of the 
proposed transaction, including the consideration to be paid or 
received, are reasonable and fair and do not involve overreaching 
on the part of any person concerned and that the transaction is 
consistent with the policy of “B-F’’ and with the general purposes 
of the Act. 


iT 1S ORDERED, pursuant to Section 17(b) of the Act, that the 
proposed transaction be, and hereby is, exempted from the provi- 
sions of Section 17(a) of the Act, effective forthwith. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7746/March 30, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4187 
In the Matter of 


AMERICAN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

c/o Gaston, Snow, Motley & Holt 

82 Devonshire Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109 

(811-517) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 8&(f) OF THE ACT DE- 
CLARING THAT COMPANY HAS CEASED TO BE AN IN- 
VESTMENT COMPANY 


On March 5, 1973, a notice was issued (Investment Company Act 
Release No. 7704) of an application filed pursuant to Section 8(f) 
of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (“Act’’) for an order of 
the Commission declaring that American Research and Develop- 
ment Corporation (‘Applicant’) has ceased to be an investment 
company as defined in the Act. 


The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued upon the basis of the information stated therein. 
No request for a hearing has been filed and the Commission has 
not ordered a hearing. 


The Commission has considered the matter and finds that Appli- 
cant has ceased to be an investment company. Accordingly, 


IT 1S HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Section 8(f) of the Act, 
that the registration of American Research and Development 
Corporation under the Act shall forthwith cease to be in effect. 


For the Commission, by the Division of Investrnent Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegated authority. 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 


INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 7747/March 30, 1973 


Admin. Proc. File No. 3-4188 


In the Matter of 


AMERICAN ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

c/o Gaston, Snow, Motley & Holt 

82 Devonshire Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109 

(811-1543) 


ORDER PURSUANT TO SECTION 8&(f) OF THE ACT DE- 
CLARING THAT COMPANY HAS CEASED TO BE AN IN- 
VESTMENT COMPANY 


On March 5, 1973, a notice was issued (Investment Company Act 
Release No. 7705) of an application filed pursuant to Section 8(f) 
of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (*‘Act’’) for an order 

of the Commission declaring that American Enterprise Develop- 
ment Corporation (‘‘Applicant’’) has ceased to be an investment 
company as defined in the Act. 


The notice gave interested persons an opportunity to request a 
hearing and stated that an order disposing of the application 
might be issued upon the basis of the information stated therein. 
No request for a hearing has been filed and the Commission has 
not ordered a hearing. 


The Commission has considered the matter and finds that Appli- 
cant has ceased to be an investment company. Accordingly, 


IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to Section 8(f) of the Act, 
that the registration of American Enterprise Development Corp- 
oration under the Act shall forthwith cease to be in effect. 


For the Commission, by the Divisior of Investment Management 
Regulation, pursuant to delegzced authority 


Ronald F. Hunt 
Secretary 





INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT 





INVESTMENT ADVISERS ACT OF 1940 
Rel. No. 368/March 27, 1973 


See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 10060/March 27, 1973. 
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Litigation Release No. 5810/March 26, 1973 


William D. Moran, Acting Administrator of the Commission's 

New York Regional Office announced that on March 20, 1973, 

a complaint was filed in the United States District Court (S.D.N.Y.) 
seeking to enjoin eleven (11) defendants from further violations of 
the anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities laws in connec- 
tion with the common stock of Pro-Tech Programs, Inc. (‘Pro- 
Tech’), Named as defendants are: 


(a) Pro-Tech, a New York corporation located at 1010 Third 
Avenue, New York, which is engaged in the business of selling 
and leasing burglar and fire alarm systems for use in private resi- 
dences and commercial establishments through its wholly-owned 
subsidiary, Vigilant Protective Systems. 
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(b) Sol Rosen (‘‘Rosen’’), residing at 3 Shore Drive, Great 
Neck, New York, who is the president and chairman of the board 
of directors of Pro-Tech. 


(c) Philip Schaum (“Schaum”) residing at 6601 Broadway, 
Bronx, New York, who is a director and financial vice-president 
of Pro-Tech. 


(d) Smith Jackson & Co., Inc. (‘Smith Jackson”) located at 
17 Battery Place, New York, New York, which is a broker-dealer 
which acted as the underwriter when Pro-Tech went public in 
August, 1969. In addition, Smith Jackson is retained as financial 
consultant to Pro-Tech. 


(e} Stephen Smith (“Smith”) residing at 454 Next Day Hill 
Drive, Englewood, New Jersey, is chairman of the board of di- 
rectors of Smith, Jackson. 


(f) Norman Rein (“‘Rein‘’) residing at 303 East 57th Street, 
New York, New York, is an attorney practicing in New York 


City. 


(g) Harold Tract (“Tract’’) residing at 105 Fur Drive, East 
Hills, New York, is an attorney practicing in New York City. 


(h) Maurice Mound (“Mound”) residing at 1070 Park Avenue 


New York, New York, is an attorney practicing in New York City. 


(i) Alan J. Rein (‘Alan Rein’’) residing at 46 Crossway, Scars- 
dale, New York, is an attorney practicing in New York City. 


(j) Eugene Leiman (“Leiman”) residing at 419 East 57th 
Street, New York, New York, is an attorney practicing in New 
York City. 


(k) Ernest E. Rosenberg (‘‘Rosenberg’’) residing at 120 East 
81st Street, New York, New York, is an attorney practicing in 
New York City. 


The Commission's complaint alleges the following: 


(a) that Pro-Tech, Rosen, and Schaum violated Section 10(b) 
and Rule 10b-5 of the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 
(‘Exchange Act’) by preparing, publishing and disseminating cer- 
tain corporate financial reports which failed to disclose material 
information not otherwise available or disseminated to the invest- 
ing public. This information included investigations and proceed- 
ings brought by the Department of Consumer Affairs of the City 
of New York ("DCA") relating to fraudulent sales practices of 
Pro-Tech, an investigation by New Jersey Consumer agencies re- 
lated to similar practices, and untrue statements relating to Pro- 
Tech's financial outlook; 


(b) that Smith, Jackson and Smith violated Section 17(a) of 
the Securities Act of 1933 (“Securities Act’’) and Section 10(b) 
and Rule 10b-5 thereunder of the Exchange Act in that they 
had knowledge of material facts set forth in (a) above and sold 
thousands of shares of Pro-Tech stock while failing to disclose 
this material information to purchasers of those shares; 


(c) that defendants Rein, Tract, Mound, Alan Rein, Leiman, 
and Rosenberg violated Section 17(a) of the Securities Act and 
Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5 thereunder 
in that while acting as general counsel to Pro-Tech and represent- 
ing Pro-Tech in its action before the DCA and having acquired 
certain material non-public information regarding the investigation 
and proceedings by the DCA into Pro-Tech sold Pro-Tech stock 
previously owned by them without disclosing these material facts 
to the purchasers of these shares; and, 


(d) that Schaum while an officer of Pro-Tech, violated Section 


10(b) of the Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5 thereunder in that he 
sold Pro-Tech stock owned by him despite knowledge of the ma- 
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terial facts concerning the New Jersey and DCA investigations 
and proceedings without disclosing this material information to 
the purchasers of those shares. 


Mr. Moran acknowledges the cooperation and assistance rendered 
to the New York Regional Office by Ms. Bess Myerson’s office 
of the New York City Department of Consumer Affairs. 


Litigation Release No. 5811/March 26, 1973 


William D. Moran, Regional Administrator of the New York Re- 
gional Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission an- 
nounced today that on March 21, 1973 the Commission filed a 
Complaint in the United States District Court for the Southern 
District of New York seeking to enjoin Lexington Capital Corpo- 
ration (“Lexington”), 50 Broadway, New York, New York and 
its principals Samuel Frank, Woodmere, New York; William Jacob 
Mandelbaum, Woodmere, New York; Elliott Frank, Forest Hills, 
New York; Norton Fredrick Hight, North Woodmere, New York; 
Leonard Frank, Far Rockaway, New York, from further violations 
of Section 15(c)(3) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and 
Rule 15c3-1 (“Net Capital Provisions”). 


On that same day the Honorable Robert L. Carter Judge of the 
United States District Court for the Southern District of New 


York, signed an order permanently enjoining Lexington from furth- 


er violations of the net capital provisions of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934. The defendant consented to the injunction 
without admitting or denying the allegations of the Complaint. 


The Securities Investor Protection Corporation (“‘SIPC"’), on 
March 21, 1973 filed an application for the appointment of a 
trustee pursuant to the SIPC Act of 1970 to liquidate Lexington. 
Judge Carter set down the matter for determination after a hear- 
ing to be held at 11:00 a.m. on March 26, 1973. Judge Carter 
granted SIPC’s request for 2 temporary receiver upon Lexington’s 
consent pending this determination and entered a freeze order on 
the assets of Lexington until such determination. Lexington con- 
sented to the appointment of the temporary receiver and the 
freeze order. ; 


The investigation leading to the filing of the Commission's Com- 


plaint was conducted by the joint NASD-SEC Task Force in New 
York City. 


Litigation Release No. 5812/March 26, 1973 


William D. Moran, Acting Regiona! Administrator of the New 


York Regional Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, 


announced today that on March 15, 1973 the Commission filed 
a Complaint in the U.S. District Court in New York City charg- 
ing Dickinson, Rothbart & Co., Inc., a broker-dealer located at 
60 East 42nd Street, New York, New York, and Glen |. Rothbart 
of Highland Park, Illinois, its president, Norman H. Shultz of 
Northbrook, Illinois, its vice-president, and Robert J. Birchfield 
of Brooklyn, New York, a principal thereof, with violating and 
aiding and abetting violations of the Commission’s registration, 
net capital, books and records, supplemental reporting and segre- 
gation requirements under Sections 15(b), 15(c) and 17(a) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and Rules 15b3-1, 15c3-1, 
15c3-3, 17a-3, 17a-4 and 17a-11 thereunder, and the margin reg- 
ulations under Section 7(c) of the Securities and Exchange Act 
of 1934, and Regulation T thereunder as promulgated by the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. In its Com- 
plaint, the Commission requested a preliminary and permanent 
injunction enjoining the defendants from further violations of 
these provisions. 
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On the same day, the Securities Investor Protection Corporation 
(“SIPC”) filed an application alleging that Dickinson, Rothbart 
& Co., Inc., has failed to meet its obligations to its customers and 
that such customers are in need of protection under the Securities 
Investor Protection Act of 1970. In its application SIPC requested 
the appointment of a trustee for the purpose of liquidating 
Dickinson, Rothbart & Co., Inc. 


On March 16, 1973, upon the consent of the defendants Dickin- 
son, Rothbart & Co., Inc., Glen |. Rothbart and Robert J. Birch- 
field, Judge Constance Baker Motley issued a permanent injunc- 
tion enjoining the consenting defendants as requested by the 
Commission and appointed Courtlandt Nicoll, Esq. of the firm 
of Walsh and Levine located at 64 Wall Street, New York, New 
York, 10005 as SIPC trustee. The defendants consented to the 
entry of the permanent injunction without admitting or denying 
the allegations in the Commission’s Complaint. 


The National Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. of New York 
City assisted the Commission in its investigation leading to the 
filing of its Complaint and the application of SIPC. 


Litigation Release No. 5813/March 26, 1973 


Robert F. Watson, Administrator of the Wort Worth Regional 
Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, today an- 
nounced that Federal District Judge D. W. Suttle, at San Antonio, 
Texas, entered an order of permanent injunction by consent 
against William H. Lyons, of Mobile, Alabama, on March 20, 
1973, enjoining him from further violations of the registration 
and anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities laws in the offer 
and sale of South Central Industries, Inc. stock. 


William H. Lyons consented to the entry of the order without 
admitting or denying the allegations in the Commission’s com- 
plaint. 


For additional information see Litigation Release Nos. 5726 
and 5739. 


Litigation Release No. 5814/March 26, 1973 


William R. Schief, Administrator of the Washington Regional Of- 
fice of the Securities and Exchange Commission announced on 
March 22, 1973, Judge C. Stanley Blair in the Federal Court for 
the District of Maryland entered a Final Judgment permanently 
enjoining Mumma Oil and Gas Company of Whitehall, Pennsylivan- 
ia and Bernard A. Floto of Toledo, Ohio. 


The order to which the defendants consented, without admitting 
or denying the allegations of the Complaint, enjoins the defend- 
ants from future violations of the registration requirements of the 
Securities Act of 1933 and anti-fraud provisions of the Securities 
Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 in con- 
nection with the offer and sale of fractional undivided working 
interests in oil and gas leases of Mumma Oil and Gas Company or 
of any other securities. 


For further information see Litigation Release Nos. 5658, 5679, 
and 5760. 


Litigation Release No. 5815/March 26, 1973 


Frank McCown, United States Attorney for the Northern District 
of Texas, and Robert F. Watson, Administrator of the Fort Worth 
Regional Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, to- 
day announced that on March 16, 1973 United States District 




























































Judge Sarah T. Hughes, Dallas, Texas, sentenced James William 
Osborn of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma to three years imprisonment 
and to a fine of $5,000, to be followed by a three year probated 
sentence, in regard to Osborn’s plea of guilty to two indictments 
One indictment charged Osborn with mail fraud and fraud in the 
sale of securities regarding fractional undivided interests in oil and 
gas leases located in Osage County, Oklahoma, and conspiracy 
The second indictment charged Osborn with failing to appear for 
trial on the charges contained in the first indictment 


For further information see Litigation Release No. 4111. 


Litigation Release No. 5816/March 27, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission announced that on 
March 19, 1973, it noticed an appeal from an order entered on 
March 16, 1973 by the Honorable Robert J. Kelleher, United 
States District Judge, Central District of California, discharging 
the Temporary Equity Receiver that he had appointed in an action 
brought by the Commission against Goldstein, Samuelson, Inc. 
The Commission also appealed from the District Court's refusal 
to appoint such a receiver in another action the Commission had 
brought against that firm. And it filed a petition seeking writ of 
mandamus from the Court of Appeals directing the District Court 
to continue the receivership. 


The Commission also moved the Court of Appeals on March 19, 
1973 to stay so much of the District Court's order as would have 
resulted in the immediate discharge of the Receiver. 


On March 19, 1973, the Honorable Charles M. Merrill, Circuit 
Judge, United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, en- 
tered a temporary stay until March 23, 1973 of the order dis- 
charging the Temporary Equity Receiver so that the Commission’s 
motion might be considered by a panel of the Court of Appeals 
On March 22, 1973, Judge Merrill entered a further order staying 
the discharge of the Temporary Equity Receiver until April 2, 
1973. 


In accordance with an order previously entered by Judge Kelleher, 
Goldstein, Samuelson, Inc. and Harold Goldstein are required to 
show cause on April 3, 1973, why a preliminary injunction should 
not be issued and a temporary receiver should not be appointed 
as required by the Commission in its second action. The sole 

issue to be tried at that time, however, will be whether the in- 
terests offered and sold by Goldstein, Samuelson, Inc. are securi- 
ties as defined in the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934. 


Litigation Release No. 5817/March 28, 1973 


The Securities and Exchange Commission (““Commission”’) today 
announced that it filed a complaint in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia seeking to enjoin Frigitemp 
Corp. (‘‘Frigitemp’’), Gerald Lee (‘Lee’), Mervyn Silver (‘‘Silver’’), 
Gerald Ross (*‘Ross’’), and Joseph Heilbrun (‘‘Heilbrun’’) from 
violating the registration and anti-fraud provisions of the Federa! 
securities laws and seeking certain ancillary relief against said de- 
fendants as is more fully described below. Simultaneously with 
the filing of the Commission’s complaint, the defendants con- 
sented to the entry of a Judgment of Permanent Injunction and 
certain ancillary relief without admitting or denying the allega- 
tions in the complaint. 


The Commission also announced today that on March 28, 1973, 
the Honorable George L. Hart, Jr., United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia entered an order permanently en- 
joining the defendants from further violating the registration and 
anti-fraud provisions of the Federal securities laws in connection 
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with transactions of the securities of defendant Frigitemp or any 
other issuer as alleged in the Commission's complaint, and ordered 
the ancillary relief that the Commission requested in its complaint. 


The Commission's complaint specifically alleges that the defend- 
ants Frigitemp, Lee, Silver, Ross and Heilbrun directly and in- 
directly violated Section 5 of the Securities Act of 1933 (“Securi- 
ties Act’’) in connection with sales of unregistered securities of 
defendant Frigitemp. 


The complaint further alleges that defendants Frigitemp, Lee, 
Silver, Ross and Heilbrun violated Section 17(a) of the Securities 
Act and Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(“Exchange Act’) and Rule 10b-5 thereunder in that they: 


(a) made untrue statements of material facts and omitted to 
state material facts concerning the identity of persons and entities 
who are acting or have acted as a finder or underwriter; the pay- 
ment of finders fees or underwriting compensation; the payment 
by or on behalf of defendant Frigitemp of monies in the form of 
undisclosed cash payments to others to include the awarding of 
contracts by others to defendant Frigitemp for services to be per- 
formed or goods to be delivered; or arrangements involving sale 
agreements between said defendants and certain broker-dealers 
and others to manipulate the price of defendant Frigitemp 
securities; 


(b) employed devices, schemes and artifices to defraud; and 
engaged in transactions, practices and a course of business which 
operated as a fraud and deceit upon purchasers and sellers of secu- 
rities; including but not limited to the payment by or on behalf 
of defendant Frigitemp of monies in the form of undisclosed cash 
Payments to others to induce the awarding of contracts to de- 
fendant Frigitemp for services to be performed or goods to be 
delivered; and 


(c) participated in transactions in the securities of defendant 
Frigitemp to create actual or apparent active trading in said 
securities. 


As part of the relief requested by the Commission, defendants 
Lee, Silver, Ross and Heilbrun agreed to pay defendant Frigitemp 
the sum of $185,000 which approximates monies paid by de- 
fendant Frigitemp to induce the awarding of contracts for its 
goods and services. Additionally defendants Lee, Silver, Ross and 
Heilbrun have agreed as part of their consent, to an order direct- 
ing that they not sell any of their securities of defendant Frigi- 
temp for one year absent certain specified situations. Defendants 
Frigitemp, Lee, Silver, Ross and Heilbrun also consented to an 
order issued by the Court to implement a plan which will ac- 
complish the establishment of a Board of Directors and Executive 
Committee for defendant Frigitemp consisting of a Chairman and 
a majority of independent public directors charged with the re- 
sponsibilities of the general supervision in the management of the 
business and affairs of defendant Frigitemp and to insure that the 
operations of the company will be supervised by its independent 
members of the Executive Committee and the Board of Directors 
for a period of two years provided that upon termination of the 
first year of such two year periods, such procedures may be ter- 
minated upon conditions satisfactory to the Commission. As part 
of the plan submitted by defendants Frigitemp, Lee, Silver, Ross 
and Heilbrun, the Board of Directors and Executive Committee 
will be counseled by qualified independent attorneys until the 
Commission is satisfied that such service is no longer necessary. 


Litigation Release No. 5818/March 29, 1973 


SEC. v. MOORE, KELLOGG AND SPARKS, INC., ET AL 
(D. Neb.) 


Donald J. Stocking, Administrator of the Denver Region of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, today announced that 
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Honorable Robert V. Denney, United States District Judge for 
the District of Nebraska, entered an order on March 26, 1973, 
against Moore, Kellogg and Sparks, Inc. (MKS), a registered 
broker-dealer located at 11343 Wright Street, Omaha, Nebraska, 
Roland S. Moore, Omaha, Nebraska, Donald W. Sparks, Omaha, 
Nebraska, Kenneth H. Kellogg, North Platte, Nebraska, Elary 
Rinehart, Wayne, Nebraska, Edward J. Sarpan, Omaha, Nebraska, 
all of whom are officers, directors, stockholders and registered 
representatives of MKS, C. Michael Bolt, Omaha, Nebraska, Kermit 
O. Pearson, Cozad, Nebraska, Herbert L. Beckman, Hastings, 
Nebraska, Melvin L. Trebold, Campbell, Nebraska, Van J. Vopat, 
Kearney, Nebraska, W. Clinton Myers, Hastings, Nebraska, and 
Ellis Friend, York, Nebraska, all of whom are registered repre- 
sentatives of MKS, permanently enjoining them from further 
violations of Sections 5(a), 5(c) and 17(a) of the Securities Act 
of 1933 and Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 and Rule 15c1-4 thereunder and permanently enjoining 
Roland S. Moore from aiding and abetting MKS in further viola- 
tions of Section 15(c)(1) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
and Rule 15c1-4 thereunder in connection with the offer for sale 
and sale of notes and evidences of indebtedness of certain Arizona 
real estate development companies or any other security of any 
issuer. The defendants consented to entry of the order without 
admitting or denying the allegations of the complaint. 


For further information see Litigation Release 5661. 


Litigation Release No. 5819/March 30, 1973 


The Office of the United States Attorney for the Southern Dis- 
trict of New York and the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(“Commission”) today announced that a special Grand Jury sitting 
in the Southern District of New York, returned an indictment 
against Pericles Constantinou, a securities salesman doing business 
and residing in New York City, and Provident Securities, Inc., 
(“Provident’’) a broker-dealer firm which formerly did business in 
New York City. Named as co-conspirator but not as a defendant 
in this indictment was Robert Hagopian, who at the time of the 
alleged violative activities was an investment adviser to the Per- 
formance Plus Fund, Ltd., a Canadian mutual fund. 


The indictment charges that in late 1970, Constantinou a prin- 
cipal of Provident agreed to pay-off Hagopian to cause the mutual 
fund which he advised and managed, the Performance Plus Fund, 
to purchase securities designated by Constantinou. It was agreed 
that the cash payments would be channeled through securities 
accounts at Provident which were established in nominee names 
for the benefit of Hagopian. In keeping with this arrangement, 
Constantinou placed orders for the purported purchase and sale 
of securities through these nominee accounts at the same time 
that Hagopian caused the Performance Pius Fund to purchase 
securities from Provident. In order to effect the scheme, and to 
conceal the fact that Hagopian was receiving cash payoffs through 
his nominee accounts, Constantinou and Hagopian arranged to 
exchange checks so that the proceeds from the sale of the securi- 
ties of a profit would be used to finance the initial purchase of 
the securities by these accounts. In connection with these trans- 
actions, Constantinou and Provident are charged, among other 
things, with conspiring to violate the anti-fraud provisions of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, violations of the anti-fraud pro- 
visions of the Investment Advisers Act and the credit regulations 
promulgated by the Federal Reserve System. 


Litigation Release No. 5820/March 30, 1973 


SEC v. U. S. BERYLLIUM CORPORATION, et al. (D. Colo.) 


Donald J. Stocking, Regional Administrator, Denver Regional 
Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission announced 
that on March 21, 1973, the Honorable Hatfield Chilson, Judge of 
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the Federal District Court in Denver, Colorado, entered a Final 
Judgment permanently enjoining Charles R. Rudolph, individually 
and dba Beryllium International, Inc., from violating Sections 
5(a), 5(c) and 17(a) of the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, 
and Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and 
Rule 10b-5 thereunder, in the offer and sale of common stock 

of U. S. Beryllium Corporation and common stock of Beryllium 
International, Inc., or any other security. Defendant Rudolph, 
without admitting or denying the allegations of the Commission's 
Complaint, consented to the entry of the Final Judgment of 
Permanent Injunction against him, individually and dba Beryllium 
International, Inc. 


The Commission's Complaint alleged, in substance, that defendant 
Rudolph, individually and dba Beryllium International, Inc., 
offered, sold and delivered after sale unregistered common stock 
of U. S. Beryllium Corporation and Beryllium International, Inc. 


The Complaint also alleged, in substance, that in the offer and 
sale of the aforementioned securities, defendant Rudolph, indi- 
vidually and dba Beryllium International, Inc., made untrue 
statements of material facts, and omitted to state material facts, 
necessary in order to make the statements made, in light of the 
circumstances under which they were made, not misleading, con- 
cerning, among other things: (a) The amount of issued and out- 
standing securities of an issuer of any security offered or sold; 
(b) The validity and marketibility of the title to any security 
offered, sold or delivered; (c) The right, power and authority to 
sell, assign, transfer or deliver any security offered or sold; (d) 
The authorization to issue any security offered or sold; (e) The 
validity of the issuance of any security offered or sold; (f) The 
fully paid or non-assessable status of any security offered or sold; 
(g) The authorization to exchange any security offered or sold; 
(h) The amount of any security offered or sold to be exchanged 
for any other security offered or sold. 


In addition, Rudolph, an attorney, resigned his privilege to appear 
and practice as an attorney before the Commission. 


For further information, see Litigation Release Nos. 5490, 5550, 
5630 and Securities Exchange Act Release No. 8833. 


Litigation Release No. 5821/March 30, 1973 
SEC v. ROBINSON & CO., INC. (E.D. Pa.) 


William R. Schief, Administrator of the Washington Regional 
Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission, today an- 
nounced that on the Commission’s Complaint the Honorable 
Thomas A. Masterson, United States District Judge for the Eastern 
District of Pennsylvania, at Philadelphia, entered an order against 
Robinson & Co., Inc., a Philadelphia broker-dealer, and Robert 
Robinson, its president, permanently enjoining them from viola- 
tions of the hypothecation, net capital, and anti-fraud provisions 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and Commission rules 
thereunder. The defendants, without admitting or denying the 
allegations of the Complaint, consented to the entry of the order. 


For further information see Litigation Release No. 4755. 


Litigation Release No. 5822/March 30, 1973 


Whitney North Seymour, Jr., United States Attorney for the 
Southern District of New York and William D. Moran, Admin- 
istrator of the New York Regional Office, announced that on 
March 29, 1973 a federal grand jury returned indictments against 
Irwin Rudnet, Queens, New York; Gerald Rudnet, Queens, New 
York; Patrick Brady, Queens, New York; and Martin Delaney, 
Brooklyn, New York, for their activities with respect to bribes 


paid in connection with stock loans. The eight count indictment 
charged the defendants with a conspiracy to violate and substan- 
tive violations of the anti-fraud provisions of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934. 


Delaney was employed as the stock loan representative at Hayden 
Stone, Inc. Irwin Rudnet, Gerald Rudnet and Brady were prin- 
ciples of Morgan, Kennedy & Co., Inc., a former member of the 
PBW Stock Exchange in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and the Na- 
tional Association of Securities Dealers (“NASD”). 


Named as co-conspirators were Morgan, Kennedy and Robert 
Hansen, Queens, New York, a former employee of Hayden Stone. 
The indictment charged the Rudnets and Brady with offering and 
Delaney with accepting bribes to induce Delaney to cause Haydon 
Stone to borrow stock from Morgan, Kennedy. In return, Morgan, 
Kennedy received $155,000 from Hayden Stone. Brady and De- 
laney were further charged with intentionally falsifying the books 
and records of Hayden Stone in order to conceal certain of the 
loans. It is alleged that Delaney caused Hayden Stone to borrow 
stock on three separate occasions without any legitimate business 
purpose therefor and solely as a result of the bribes. Mr. Seymour 
and Mr. Moran noted that the loans, which were made in order to 
alleviate Morgan, Kennedy’s serious cash shortages, were not fully 
collateralized, and in two instances were fraudulently placed in a 
stock loan account of another broker-dealer. 


In addition, the indictment alleged that Morgan, Kennedy owed 
Hayden Stone $100,000 when it became insolvent on March 7 
and that thereafter the market value of the securities allegedly 
“borrowed” by Hayden Stone precipitously declined. 


On March 13, 1973, the Rudnets and Morgan, Kennedy were en- 
joined from further violations of the extension of credit, net 
capital, bookkeeping and financial and supplemental reporting 
provisions of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. The civil in- 
junctive action was a result of an investigation by a joint SEC- 
NASD Task Force inquiring into possible abuses in the over-the- 
counter market. The Task Force worked in conjunction with the 
United States Attorney's Office for the Southern District of New 
York in gathering information leading to the indictment. 


We have been advised that as a result of the timely efforts in 
pursuing this investigation Hayden Stone will recover all the funds 
involved. 


Litigation Release No. 5823/March 30, 1973 


U.S.A. v. ROBERT L. OLIVER, JACK A. TAITCH AND 
JAMES R. NEWHOUSE (E.D. Wa.) 


Dean Smith, United States Attorney for the E. D. Wn. at Spokane, 
announced that on March 26, 1973, the Honorable Marshall A. 
Neil, United States District Judge, imposed a $5,000 fine on 
James R. Newhouse, a certified public accountant of Moses Lake 
and Spokane, Washington based on Newhouse’s guilty plea on 
February 7, 1973 to a Federal Grand Jury charge of the sale of 
unregistered securities on or about February 24, 1970. 


The remaining charges in the indictment against Newhouse, nine 
counts, were dismissed. 


For other information see Litigation Release Nos. 5475 and 5735. 
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— sec publications — 


Because of increased volume, staff limitations, and rising costs, 

the SEC has discontinued maintenance of its free mailing lists. 

Only those companies and persons registered with the Commission 

under the various Acts will continue to receive copies of individual 
releases pertaining to rule proposals and rule changes under the 

Acts for which they are registered. The following publications issued 
by the SEC are designed to keep interested members of the public 
informed about various aspects of Commission business. 


NEWS DIGEST A daily report of Commission announcements, decisions, 
orders, rules and rule proposals, current reports and applications 
filed, and litigation developments. ($33.00 per year) 


SEC DOCKET A weekly compilation of the full texts of SEC releases 
under the following Acts: Securities Act, Securities Exchange Act, 
Public Utility Holding Company Act, Trust Indenture Act, Investment 
Advisers Act, and Investment Company Act. Also included will be the 
full texts of Accounting series releases, corporate reorganization 
releases, and litigation releases. ($17.00 per year) 


STATISTICAL BULLETIN A weekly publication containing data on odd 
lot and round lot transactions, block distributions, working capital 
of U.S. corporations, assets of noninsured pension funds, 144 filings, 
and 8K reports. ($17.00 per year) 


OFFICIAL SUMMARY A monthly summary of securities transactions and 
holdings of officers, directors, and principal stockholders. ($14.50 
per year) 


Subscriptions to the above publications must be placed with the 
Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. 20402 


SUBSCRIPTION ORDER FORM 


ENTER MY SUBSCRIPTION TO 
@ $. SESEEOAddd § SSS Sf foreign mailing. No additional postage is required for mailing within the United 
States, its possessions, Canada, Mexico, and all Central and South American Countries except Argentina, Brazil, British Honduras 
French Guiana, Guyana, and Surinam. For shipment to all other foreign countries include additional postage as quoted for each 
periodical or subscription service 





Send Subscription to 
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FOR SALE BY THE SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS, 
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